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Hunting Creek is the largest watershed in the County encompassing approximately
29 square miles of land. Within the watershed lies Prince Frederick Town Center
and the location of the County Seat. Prince Frederick is one of the three Major

Town Centers recognized in the County's Comprehensive Plan. These Major Town .

Centers are expected to be centers of residential and commercial growth. As such,
they potentially pose a threat to environmental quality. The Watershed Management
Plan for the Hunting Creek watershed which includes about one-half of the Prince
Frederick Town Center will identify, manage and protect the most sensitive natural
resources in this watershed and would guide development in an environmentally
sensitive manner.

The Calvert County Comprehensive Plan (CCCP) has been the guiding force behind
the planning efforts of the County. The authority for this document is provided by
the Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 66B and its adoption by the Board of
County Commissioners of Calvert County in 1983. The Comprehensive Plan outlines
certain guidelines regarding the environment and growth management that pertain
to the efforts in the Hunting Creek watershed.

ENVIRONMENT

The Comprehensive Plan clearly outlines its objectives regarding the protection of
our County’s natural resources:

1) Protect those natural environmental features which will ensure
continuance of a healthy and pleasant place to live for current
residents and future generations.

2) Foster greater public awareness, education, and support of
sensitive environmental concerns.

3) Encourage environmental protection and wise use of natural
resources.

4) Encourage regeneration of lost and/or damaged natural
environmental features . . . (CCCP, 1983).

The increase in population and the expansion of developed land endangers the
environment and threatens the health and safety of Calvert County citizens. Several
“primary” environmental concerns have been identified. Many of these concerns are
to be addressed in the Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plan.

The protection and conservation of our ground water resources is critical to
maintaining an affordable, pristine water supply. Infiltration of contaminants and
excessive consumption will compromise our potable water supply. Surface waters
have experienced a degradation in overall quality resulting in the loss of many
aquatic species. Losses in wetland habitat has resulted in depriving the County of
valuable flood and pollution control, and habitat for aquatic organisms, water fowl,
and many other wildlife species (CCCP, 1983). Innovative approaches, such as
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environmental education, waste water disposal techniques, woodland preservation,
Critical Natural Area zoning, etc., must be implemented to prevent further
degradations and provide for the restoration of damaged resources.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT

Growth management is an important environmental protection tool. It concentrates
growth in designated areas where pollution prevention systems exist or can be
provided (e.g. community sewerage systems, stormwater management devices) and
can relieve development pressures on farm, forest and environmentally sensitive land
outside of the designated development areas.

Roads, public facilities including water and sewer systems may be planned for future
growth as opposed to retroactively responding to growth. Infill development of
partially developed regions leads toward more efficient use of existing facilities. The
location and type of new housing can be directed to satisfy the needs of the County.
Finally, the County may direct growth into designated development regions thus
alleviating pressure on agricultural and sensitive areas (CCCP, 1983).

Measuring the growth of a county can be interpreted many different ways. For this
reason, Calvert County has clearly defined their interpretation and reasons for
managing growth:
1) Population growth is not a proper measure of the County’s
progress. Progress should be measured in terms of quality of
life.
2) Given a certain population level in a given area and growth
rate, public and private services and facilities should be
planned accordingly.
3) Growth pressures will probably continue for the planning period
of 10 to 20 years and perhaps longer.
4) Growth is due to factors over which the county government can
exert some influences.
5) Growth can and should be dlrected and regulated by the
County.
6) Increased population growth often results in higher per-capita
costs of government and public services.
7) Unmanaged growth may adversely affect the quality of life by
causing problems relating to health, safety and general welfare
(CCCP, 1983).

The County may manage growth through Zoning practices, the Agricultural
Preservation Plan, and through Official Mapping. Zoning regulates the placement,
category, and density of land use. Current zoning techniques are directed at
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concentrating growth in Town Centers, most notably Prince Frederick. Amendments
to the Zoning Ordinance or regional ordinances (i.e. Prince Frederick Zoning
Ordinance, Huntingtown Zoning Ordinance, etc.) may be made as deemed
necessary by County citizens and local government through the public hearing
process. The Agricultural Preservation Plan allows for the transfer of development
rights from agricultural land to specified receiving zones. This transfer places an
easement on the agricultural land forbidding further development while the receiving
zone may increase its density. The use of Official Mapping is used to a limited
degree in Calvert County. Its main purpose is to promote orderly development in
relation to the County’s future plans (CCCP, 1983).

Based on the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan, the County needs to
develop procedures and regulations for planned and balanced growth and provide for
the protection of the County’s natural resources. The Hunting Creek Watershed
Management Plan addresses both of these needs.

Draft Watershed Management Plan
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HUNTING CREEK WATERSHED
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SIZE AND LOCATION

Hunting Creek is the largest watershed in Calvert County, encompassing nearly 29
square miles of land. It is located in the central portion of the County and extends
from its tidal mouth at the Patuxent River on the west to within a mile of the
Chesapeake Bay on the east (Figure 1). The watershed topography is relatively flat
and low near the mouth of the creek where there are abundant tidal wetlands and
some nontidal wetlands. As the watershed rises in elevation to the east the
topography develops into a dendritic system of ridges and valleys.

The main highway through Calvert County, Rt. 2/4, bisects the watershed about a
1/2 mile to the east of the head of tide. There is one major and one minor town
center both of which are approximately half in the watershed. The major town
center of Prince Frederick is located on the southeast portion of the watershed and

the minor town center of Huntingtown is located on the north-central edge of the
watershed.
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Figure 1 Hunting Creek watershed location and size (ADC, 1979).
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EXTENT OF WETLANDS

Based on the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Soil Survey of Calvert County and the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) National Wetland Inventory
(NWI), potential wetlands within the Hunting Creek watershed comprise 6.6%
(NWI) to 11.2% (SCS survey) of the land. The discrepancy between these figures
is the larger extent of potentially hydric soils than existing identified wetlands.
Further details on the wetlands within the watershed may be found in the Hunting
Creek Watershed Management Plan.

[LAND USE]

From colonial times until the mid 1960’s the predominant land use in Calvert
County was agriculture and forestry. About 1966 significant changes began to occur
in land use patterns, and in developments affecting land use. Major highway
improvements were started, several major residential subdivisions were opened, in-
migration accelerated, bonds were sold for a major program of construction of new
school facilities, plans were formulated for a County Industrial Park and other
economic developments. During 1966-70 construction of the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear
Power Plant was planned and started. In addition, construction of a plant for
processing imported liquified natural gas (LNG) was begun. All of these factors

contributed to a dramatic change in land use and pressured the County to take action
regarding these changing conditions.

Current land use, as of 1990, for the Hunting Creek watershed is depicted in Figure
2. The majority of agricultural uses lie to the west of Route 2/4. Large tracts of
continuous forested land lies to the east of this trafic corridor. Development seems
to be concentrated within the Huntingtown and Prince Frederick Town Centers in
addition to sporatic residencial subdevelopments scattered within the watershed.

The watershed is comprised of 18,569 acres of land, of which 4,591 acres (25%) is
cropland and pasture and 5,618 acres (30%) is forest. The portions of the town
centers of Prince Frederick and Huntingtown which are in the watershed account for
approximately  acres (__%) and approximately _ of this is currently developed
(__acres, 9%). Institutional use within the Watershed which is outside of the Town
Centers covers approximately ___ acres (_ %) and includes: schools - Calvert High,
Calvert Middle, Calvert Elementary, Calvert Country, Calverton; and County
facilities - Calvert Pines Senior Center, Calvert County Jail and Treatment Center,
County Maintenance Facility, recently completed and capped but unlined County
Landfill, County compactor site for trash disposal and pick-up and slow rate land
application sewerage treatment plant.
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The Twenty Year Land Use Plan emphasizes residential growth in towns and directs
commercial and multi-family development to Town Centers. Basic considerations in
the adoption of this policy were the protection of the natural environment,
maintenance of the lifestyle of the area, and the provision of adequate public
facilities. The County Comprehensive Plan identifies specific land use categories and
addresses ways and means of directing growth in these areas. In general, the
Comprehensive Plan proposes that growth should take place in and around existing

developed areas and that the Patuxent watershed should be restricted to low density
development.

The next logical step beyond the County Comprehensive Plan and the Town Center
Master Plans is the development of Watershed Management Plans tailored to the
individual needs of the communities within the County’s watersheds. Work has been
initiated on developing Watershed Management Plans for the Hunting and Parker
Creek watersheds.
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HUNTING CREEK WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN
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GOALS AND ISSUES

This management plan has been formulated based on the guidelines outlined in “A
Guide for Developing Nontidal Wetlands Watershed Management Plans in
Maryland,” a draft document produced by Maryland Department of Natural
Resources (DNR), Water Resources Administration (WRA). The following are
goals and issues pertaining to the Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plan:

1) Protect natural resources

The location of residential and commercial development as well as the location of
sewerage and solid waste disposal in the Hunting Creek watershed have been
identified and data has been collected on these development issues. Forest and tree
preservation, limits to impervious surfaces, regional and site specific stormwater
management approaches and sediment erosion control techniques will be addressed
in the Plan for the purpose of preventing the deterioration of coastal resources. The
Plan shall identify the issues and concerns of Calvert citizens and government
departments.

2) Facilitate economic development in town centers

The draft Watershed Management Plan will be reviewed by local, state, and federal
agencies as well as public review through the means of the Hunting Creek Watershed
Task Force and eventually public hearing. It will thus reflect the diverse interests of
the community and the final product should serve as an agreement among the
residents of the community to develop the area in an environmentally sensitive
manner. By following the guidelines in this watershed plan, developers will be
facilitated in obtaining permits from state and federal agencies which should assist
economic development.

3) Address wetland loss and mitigation on a watershed scale

Field verifications of potential wetlands were conducted by a private consultant for
the region of Hunting Creek that lies within the Prince Frederick Town Center
(Appendix B). Calvert County is pursuing the concept of a communication link
between the County and wetland permitting agencies regarding the location and
extent of wetland filling and mitigation within the Hunting Creek Watershed. This
information would enable the County to amend corrections to its mapping efforts and
provide data necessary to observing the effectiveness of this Plan.

4) Assure public health and safety

Monitoring projects within the watershed will provide early warning signs should
septic systems fail, and pollution reach unhealthy limits. A review of existing flood
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hazard problems, and the potential of increased flood hazard due to development
(stormwater management, water impoundments) will be addressed should our efforts
petitioning the Army Corps of Engineers for a regional hydrological and hydraulic
study prove successful. In addition, measures to assure and protect water supply for
[fire protection and] human consumption will be included.

5) Public Participation

Any form of management effort will fail without the input and support of the public.
For this reason the Hunting Creek Watershed Management Task Force was formed.
In their initial meetings issues regarding the creek were formulated:
1) The effects of beavers, good or bad?
2) Sediment control
3) Stormwater management (hospital problem area)
4) Education of homeowners
Monitoring own backyard
Identify and use service groups and TV for access to public
Media campaign
Lawn care
5) Wetland losses with and without permits
6) The effectiveness of wetland mitigation
7) Farming effects on water quality
8) Water pollution; pesticides, fertilizers (nutrients)
9) Identification of establishment of baseline data (pesticides, toxics,
acid rain, nutrients)
10) Nutrient management (livestock on farms, lawn care)
11) Eagle nest sites
12)  Other rare or endangered species
13)  Septic system failure
14)  Forestry operations
15)  Future development
16) Underground storage tanks
17) Commercial nurseries, tree farms
18)  Building practices )
19)  Motorboat impacts

NATURAL RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION

As part of the Watershed Management Plan, Calvert County has undergone a
campaign to locate and document its natural resources. In this process, the County
has documented and digitally mapped the extent and location of potential wetlands
within the watershed. The "My" hydric soils identified in the Soil Survey of Calvert
County, published by the SCS, were placed on the County’s flood insurance maps.

Draft Watershed Management Plan
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Water supply concerns are being researched and addressed. The extent of forested
land within the County has been documented and provisions have been made for its
conservation. And finally, rare, threatened and endangered species habitat has
been identified and regulations have been established for their protection through
the provisions of the Critical Area program.

WETLANDS

Using the SCS Soil Survey of Calvert County and the DNR National Wetland
Inventory, a map was generated identifying potential wetlands within the Hunting
Creek watershed (reproduction enclosed, color copies are on display for use at the
Department of Planning and Zoning of Calvert County, Maryland). The individual
areas of both soil groups and wetlands were tabulated (Appendix A) and interpreted.
It was determined that of the land that comprises the watershed, 6.6% was identfied
as wetlands by the NWI and 11.2% was identified as potentially hydric by the SCS
survey (inclusive of the identified wetlands). Figure 3 illustrates the percentage of
land that is catagorized as potential wetlands.

Regarding the SCS survey, of the potentailly hydric soils identified, 68.3% were
clasified as "My” soils, 15.0% were clasified as "Sx” or "Tm” soils, and the
remaining 16.7% were “Ek, FsA, FsB, Gp, LmB, OtA, OtB” soil groups. The
NWI has identified that of the wetlands within the watershed, 27.1% are estuarine,
60.3% are palustrine forested, 5.7% are palustrine open water, 4.4% are palustrine
emergent, and 2.5% are palustrine scrub or brush wetlands. These distributions are
presented in Figures 4 and 5.
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11.2% Hydric Soils

6.6% Wetlands

Figure 3 Percentage of land that is catagorized as potential wetlands.
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5.7% Palustrine Open Water

4.4% Palustrine Emergent

2.5% Palustrine Scrub/Brush

27.1% Estuarine
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FLOODPLAINS .
Flood plain areas which are also wetlands are natural stormwater management
devices, are rich in species diversity and often are the habitat of rare, threatened or
endangered species. These areas are usually heavily vegetated with forests, scrub
shrub plant associations, or emergent plant species and the soils are often hydric.
Due to the presence of the hydric soils and vegetation the flood plains are excellent
nutrient removal systems and thus reduce pollutants entering our waterways. Thus,

the wetland flood plains provide an extremely valuable service to Calvert County
citizens.

Due to the value of wetland flood plains, development should be directed away from
these areas. Development in non-wetland flood plains should also be discouraged
as storm events (hurricanes and heavy rainstorms) may cause severe flooding in these
areas. Loss of life and property during flooding is the result of improper placement
and inadequate protection of structures in flood plain areas. Development in the 100
yr flood plain (area where a flood is likely to occur on the average of once every 100
years) is controlled by the Calvert County Flood Management Ordinance (updated
in 1992). In Calvert County, the 100 yr. flood plain is defined as those area depicted
on the Calvert County Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), areas indicated by "My"
soils in the Calvert County Soil Survey and areas adjacent to flood plains where the
elevation is less than that of the 100 Yr. flood.

WATER SUPPLY

Calvert County is situated over a favorable geological formation of groundwater
resources. Four major aquifers (the Piney Point, Nanjemoy, Aquia, and Magothy)
supply nearly all of the County’s potable water. In the region around Prince
Frederick Town Center, these aquifers reside 150-250 (Nanjemoy), 400-500
(Aquia), and 650-700 (Magothy) feet below sea level. The Piney Point aquifer
develops further South in the County and around the Calvert Cliffs Facility, it
resides at about 150-300 feet below sea level. At this location, the Nanjemoy and
Piney Point formations are hydrologically connected and difficult to distinguish
(DNR, 1987). The Piney Point aquifer does not seem to be used in the Hunting
Creek Watershed and will not be addressed in this Plan. The depths of these

- formations in relation to specific well test sites, are demonstrated in Figure 6 for

further clarification. The outcrop regions for these aquifers reside to the North and
West of Calvert County as shown in Figure 7 for the Nanjemoy and Aquia

formations, and Figure 8 for the Magothy formation. General groundwater flows
of these aquifers are simplified in Figure 9.
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HABITAT OF SPECIAL CONCERN

The Calvert County Comprehensive Plan encourages the preservation and
conservation of wildlife habitats. The Critical Area Program has specific
requirements for activities in habitat protection areas and the Forest Conservation
Program identifies areas of important habitat value for rare, threatened and
endangered species as a priority area for retention.

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources has not identified any Federal or
State threatened or endangered species (plant or wildlife) within the watershed to
date. In 1984, a regional survey determining the extent and location of anadromous
fish spawning in the Patuxent River and its tributaries was completed. Graphic
representation of the findings are located in Figures 10 through 13. The report
identified that of the 19 streams sampled on the lower Patuxent, only two were sites
exhibiting river herring spawning: Cocktown Creek and Hunting Creek. Gravid
white perch were collected nearly six miles upstream in Hunting Creek, the furthest
upstream spawning recorded of the 19 streams. Yellow perch eggs and larvae were
recorded at the Route 2/4 crossing, only one of two tributaries of the 19 to express
this trait (O'Dell and Mower, 1984). The data concerning Hunting Creek has been
compiled in Table I. This Plan will act as an Anadromous Fish Spawning Protection
Plan in addition to its other functions.

Draft Watershed Management Plan
Page 23



CALVERT

2 ——e e e
\ COUNTY SAESAIIZ Ja¥

Trss end plaskeon sites
sesnlad by Projece AFC-
10e3 (Haxen 7 = Juns 3,
1983 .

Figure 19  Anadromous Fish sampling sites (O’'Dell & Mower, 1964).

Draft Watershed Management Plan

Page 24



F A

b
i
Z mn
n
P
2
X
A
‘ ,.
e -
L K]
I ]
/i]:. \
g
'
¢ o
AVT
"
X2

M frnme e o

CEESLZZ.4Z ZaT

CALVERT

te
-}
\§ COUNTY
S
- \o.

Barring spsvoing ATSAS
dscmsnzad by Project
AFC=10=3 (Marech 7=Juns 3,
1983),

Figure

11 Herring Spawning areas (O’Dell & Mower, 1984).

Draft Watershed Management Plan
Page 25



CESSATELLT ZiT
CALVERT

COUNTY

.

Whits percs spmwming Arsas
docomentsd by Project AFC-
10=3 (Mares 7-Juns 3, 1983),

12  White Perch Spawninéméreas (O'Dell & Mower, 1984).

Figure

Draft Watershed Management Plan

Page 26



CEESLZZIIE 34X

CALVERT
COUNTY.

e,

Tallow pexch spawming
araas doccmsnced by
Projece AFC-10=3 (March 7-
June 3, 1983),

Figure

13  Yellow Perch Spawning areas (O'Dell & Mower, 1984).

Draft Watershed Management Plan
Page 27



Table I.

Stream Staticn
Samoled Number

Huneing
Creex

Mill
Creek

Sewell
Branch

Little
Lycna
Creek

L
H?

WP

Yp
Plankton
Plktn.net
I

Q

#

Data was compiled directly from ODell, J. and Mowrer, J.'s (1984)
Invento of Anadromous Fish Spawni

Compiled Anadromous Fish Survey Data for Calvert
County (DNR, 1984).

1

2
3

4

S

1

Stream Stream Type of Salinity Specias
Mile Character Sampling Range(ppt) Collected
1.6 Tidal Plankteon .10-6.5 H? ,WPt,YP!
3.4 Tidal Plankton .10L~-.34 YP!t

4.6 Tidal Plankten .10L~-.28 WP!,YP!
6.0 Fluvial Plktn.nec .10L~-.10L wP@,¥Yre
6.1 Fluvial Plktn.nec .10L-~-.10L

0.5 Tidal Plankton L10L-.34 WP#,YP!
2.1 - Fluvial ~ Plktn.net .10L~-.10

Q.S Tidal Plankton .28-7.50 P!

less than

Herring either Alewife or Blueback unidentified due to
egg/larval documentation only.

White Perch

Yellow Perch

Towed plankton net
Staticnary plankton net ’
Larvae collected P
Adults collected

Eggs collected

Su A
Streams and Barriers in the Patuxe

Drainage report from the Maryland Departmant of Natural Resources, Tidewacer
Administration, Fisheries Division pages 44-51,A2-A4.
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[FOREST COVER]

The CCCP recognizes the importance of forest cover in reducing runoff, inducing
groundwater recharge, minimizing flooding, reducing erosion and sedimentation and
in providing shelter and food for numerous species of wildlife. During January of
1993, Calvert County adopted a Forest Conservation Program which was enacted to
provide for the retention of existing forest cover while allowing development to
occur.

The Calvert County Critical Area Program, Calvert County Forest Conservation
Program and mandatory cluster provision of the Calvert County Zoning Ordinance
all recognize the importance of large blocks of contiguous forests and riparian
forests. These areas are classified as potential Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Habitat.
Riparian forest has been defined as forested land, 300 feet in width or greater,
adjoining a body of water. Continuous blocks of 100 or more acres are considered
large block forests. These same programs also address the importance of
maintaining greenways or habitat corridors. Relative to Hunting Creek, the Natural
Heritage Program, Department of Natural Resources has expressed in writing the
necessity of preserving these types of forested areas.

Calvert County is in the process of updating our forest cover maps from the
information being provided by the Forest Cover Inventory developed by DNR,
Forest, Park and Wildlife Service.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

WETLANDS

As was stated earlier, Calvert County is pursuing the concept of a communication
link between the County and wetland permitting agencies regarding the location and
extent of wetland filling and mitigation within the Hunting Creek Watershed. This
information would enable the County to amend corrections to its mapping efforts and
provide data necessary to observing the effectiveness of this Plan.

In 1991, a wetland assessment was conducted in one tributary of the Hunting Creek
watershed that lies within the Prince Frederick Town Center (Appendix B). This
project is the only official wetland field verification that has been conducted by the
County for this watershed outside of wetland studies conducted with road plans in
the Town Center (available at the County).
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WATER SUPPLY -

Ground water usage in Calvert County is confined mainly to residential and small
commercial units. Exceptions are the industrial demands of the Calvert Cliffs
Nuclear Power Plant and the Cove Point LNG Plant. To date, the water reserve of
the various aquifers has been more than sufficient to meet the daily requirements of
the County. Specific capacities (gpm/ft) of the two major formations (Nanjemoy and
Aquia Greensand) range from 0.6 in the north to 2.0 in the south. In the extreme
southern tip of the County, specific capacity may range up to 5.0. Thus based on the
successful experience to date with the ground water reserves, Calvert may expect to
derive its water supply from ground water resources during at least the design period
(up to year 2000) and most likely even further. However, the full extent of the
ground water resources will not be known until the studies of the Magothy, Piney
Point and Aquia aquifers are completed. For the purposes of this plan, it can
reasonably be assumed that there are ample supplies of ground water which are of
satisfactory chemical quality for most uses.

Water quality in the aquifers lying beneath Calvert County is relatively good and in
most cases it is suitable for consumption without treatment (DNR, 1987).
Regulations governing the quality of drinking water in the State of Maryland are
published as COMAR 10.17.03. The regulations set maximum contamination levels
(MCLs); establish the monitoring frequency for certain bacteria, radiation, organic
and inorganic chemicals; establish reporting procedures and require public
notification in event of MCL violation by water suppliers as prescribed by the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (WSP, 1990).

Few problems have been encountered in the County with reference to the quantity
and quality of potable water available. Ground water is used exclusively for this
purpose. There are in scattered instances of traces of H,S odor, iron and other
minerals in the water. Removal of these traces is practical and feasible (WSP,
1990).

A greater concern exists in the demand placed on these aquifers. Water drawing
permits issued by the Water Rights Division of DNR, increase every year. Table II
provides the data on water drawing permits issued since 1986. Water is being
removed from the aquifers at a rate greater than the aquifers ability to replenish
itself. This results in "drawdowns” in the water levels within the aquifer (Chapelle
& Drummond, 1983). According to a digital simulation run by DNR, by the year
2000 based on 1980 pumpage, the water levels in the Piney Point/Nanjemoy aquifer
in the region of Prince Frederick could drop as much as 10 feet (see Figure 14).
Based on that same pumpage, water levels in the Aquia aquifer could drop 15 to 20
feet by the year 2000 (see Figure 15). Even a single user of the Aquia aquifer may
cause "drawdowns.” Assuming Chalk Point Power Plant pumps 0.5 million gallons
per day for 10 years, levels in the Aquia aquifer could drop as much as 30 feet for
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residents in the Hunting Creek region as demonstrated in Figure 16 (Chapelle &
Drummond, 1983).

The League of Women Voters gathered materials on the County’s water supply and
petitioned the Commissioners to form a Water Board for Calvert County. This
Board, composed of citizens and staff, meets periodically to discuss and outline
procedures for the conservation and protection of the County’s groundwater
resources. The Board has identified several concerns and suggestions:

1y

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

9)

10)
11)

12)

Failing septic systems in some areas pose possible groundwater contamination
and health hazards.

Need increased public education on use and care of such systems.

The County lacks a back-up plan for ground water supply in case of
emergency.

Maintenance of wells should not be a problem, but there is a need for public
eduction.

Location and abandonment of old wells on property needs regulation. Should
be abandoned in conjunction with demolition permits or construction of new
well permits.

Need formal performance restrictions on drilling companies. Also, spot
check on well grouting.

Roll of small public systems in areas of small lots.

Establish set policy to determine whether individual or community wells are
used where clustering is required. Pros and Cons.

All large usage applicants be required to use deeper aquifers, leaving the
upper aquifers for residential use only.

Should Calvert County establish Well Head Protection areas now?

Need increased study of impact by the Planning Department and Developers
before projects are begun.

Use of recycled water in both public and residential areas.
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Table II. Water Drawing Permits.

“

Water Drawving Permits Hunting Creek Region Calvert County, Marylang
N. Grid P. Grid pPermis f OQuner‘s Name ________ Mean GPD High GPD  Use{l} Aquifer  Use(3) \2) Date
261 916 CASIGO04 JOHN LORE'S LAUNDROMAT 3000 4000 307 124C 198913
282 910 CA66G007 PATUXENT CHURCH 300 700 104 124C 196602
263 919 CA70G005 CA CO BOARD OF EDUCATION 20000 40000 104 1258 197003
280 916 CA73G003 CA CO BOARD OF EDUCATION 200 300 104 124C 197208
262 922 CA73G00S CA €O BOARD OF EDUCATION 7400 20200 104 1258 197208
260 917 CA73G00A CA CO BOARD OF EDUCATION 14000 22000 104 1238 197308
2886 910 CA74GO03 HUNTINGTOWN VOL PIRE DEPART. 1200 2000 103 1258 401 9% 197406
262 915 CA81GOll BLANKENSHIP*ROBERT A, 300 s00Q 103 124C © 198109
266 918 CAB1G00S WEBER*CHARLES 500 1000 103 124¢ 198308
264 915 CA69GU0S COX*X LEROY,MYRTLS G,& JAMES L 400 750 103 125B 190404
264 915 CA67G008 CM CO NURSING CENTER 7500 10000 104 1258 307 50 198404
260 917 CAB4GOOB KING*BOYD 300 500 103 124C 198407
264 914 CABSGO03 SOUTHERN MARYLAND ISLAMIC oo S00 104 124cC 19803
286 910 CABSGO02 BRESNAHANSEDWARD ano 1200 103 124c 198503
265 916 CAB5GO13 CA CO BOARD OF EDUCATION 4000 5500 104 1258 198808
263 926 CABSGO14 CALVERT LIGHTHOUSE TABSRNACLE 350 450 103 124C 198509
273 912 CAS4G001 KOZLOWSKI*THOMAS E. 00 500 103 124c 198812
173 913 CA7ISGOOS D & S ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC. 1100 2200 103 124C 198802
57 909 CA75G002 CA CO BOARD OF EDUCATION 1000 $000 104 1258 198606
272 917 CAB6GO09 TAYLORSWILLIAM 3000 $000 109 124c 198608
284 910 CAB6QAL0 JEHOVAH'S WITHNESSES, INC. 200 300 104 1258 198409
268 914 CAS6GO1) SUBANCSILPA 500 800 103 124c 198610
278 912 CA77G002 HAWIT & RICHARD GHATTAS 1200 2000 103 124C 198702
276 910 CAS9GOO1 CALVERT COUNTY COMMISSIONERS £000 7500 101 124¢ 198704
276 910 CA59G101 CALVIRT COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 15000 22500 101 1258 198704
206 910 CA87G004 HMUNTINCTOMWN VOL FPIRE DEPART. 100 150 104 124c 198206
288 910 CAB7GO07 MARYLAND TOBACCO GROWERS 350 500 103 124C 198707
288 910 CA77G001 MARYLAND TOBACCO GROWERS $00 600 103 124c 198707
265 915 CAS2G001 CALVERT MEMORIAL HOSPITAL 44000 75000 104 1258 198708
288 926 CAS7G010 CALVERT COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 200 400 104 124C 198709
265 915 CAT7G014 WEEMS*GEORGE J. 800 1200 103 1258 198712
284 912 CAB8GO01 GIBSON*DENNIS loo 500 - 103 124c 198804
61 910 CA88GOOG7T SPARROM®*DOUG 3000 6000 109 124C 198810
250 916 CAGS8GO11 FREESTATE COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 100 400 103 124c 198812
215 912 CA67G006 CALVERT COUNTY DAY 3000 4000 104 124c 198012
273 913 CAS9GO0Y NUDSON®JOHN 300 $00 103 1258 192906
273 912 CAB9GO10 MENDAICKS®*ROMALD 500 800 103 124C 198906
266 913 CAB9GO13 BEAVERS*DIANA 1000 1500 104 1258 198906
264 918 CA90GO02 ALBRIGHT*H.H. 1500 2000 103 124¢ 199002
263 91% CA90G011 RIVERA+MOORSTO S. 300 . 500 | 103 134¢ 199011
268 911 CA90G009 BOWEN*DOUGLAS XK. 200 300 103 124C 199012
257 910 CA77G016 CALVERT COUNTY COMNISSIONERS 33000 - . 45000 104 1258 199102
278 91S CAS1G010 CHRISTIAR BIALE CENTER 300 500 104 124C 199109
274 931 CA91GO1ll CAMBELL*DILILARD 500 800 107 124C 199109
267 913 CAB1GO1S ERSOY*OSMAR £. 100 500 103 124¢ 199110
282 917 CA91GO09 J&H PROPERTIRS, LINITED 51000 85000 107 1258 199112
%9 916 CA74GO0S CA CO BOARD OF EDUCATION 205000 300000 101 1258 199112
264 914 CA79G00S FRANKEL*BENNETT 2000 3400 103 1258 199201
267 903 CA82G002 PADGETT*BASCOMBE & MARLENE 6800 . 10200 109 1258 199202
286 910 CA91G02) AMERICAN LEGION POST £8S5 500 400 104 124C 199203

“‘
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[MONITORING]

A summary of the monitoring projects within the Hunting Creek watershed has been
completed by a representative of the Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland
(Appendix D). Information regarding the Maryland Department of the
Environment's (MDE) water quality and macroinvertebrate sampling site is currently

- being compiled. '

SEDIMENT EROSION

At the request of the department of Planning and Zoning, Maryland Department
of the Environment (MDE), Sediment and Stormwater Management collected data
on recent sediment pollution cases in the Hunting Creek watershed. Fox Run
Shopping Center experienced very severe problems around July 3, 1990. Walmart
Shopping Center contended with moderate problems around August 13, 1991. The
Dale Bliss Property resulted in moderate problems between February 2 to March 12,
1991. And unfortunately, the Westlake Townhomes experienced moderate to severe
sediment problems around June 8, 1990 and September 17, 1991. The locations of
these sites may be viewed in Figure 17. MDE has agreed to provide the County with
further violations should they occur.
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17 Sediment pollution cases in the Hunting Creek watershed.
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PROTECTIVE MEASURES

WETLANDS

Tidal wetlands are all within the Critical Area and require a 100 ft buffer which can
be extended for slopes greater than 15%, etc. Other provisions of the Critical Area
regulations such as limits to clearing, mitigation for clearing, limits to impervious
surface, required reduction in pollutants and stormwater management requirements
are also intended to maintain or improve water quality. Blue line streams in the
Critical Area receive same 100 ft or extended buffer as for tidal waters. Blue line
streams outside of the Critical Area require a S0 ft buffer with extension of the
buffer for slopes greater than 25%. Non blue line streams or nontidal wetlands
inside or outside of the Critical Area require 50 ft. buffers. Exceptions for crossings
and stormwater management are provided. Reduction in these buffers can be
granted under certain circumstances but are rarely granted during subdivision of land.

Filling or destruction of wetlands may only occur if appropriate federal and State
permits are obtained. Concept Plan approval from the Planning Commission for site
plans shall be obtained before submitting for these permits for any filling of wetlands
not permitted as either a road crossing and stormwater management. These permits
will be required before final subdivision or site plan approval. Substantial alterations
to subdivision or site plans that result from the federal and state permitting process,
will make void existing preliminary approvals and will require resubmittal of the
revised site plan or subdivision to the Planning and Zoning office for review by staff
and reconsideration by the Planning Commission for preliminary approval. Land will
not be subdivided in a manner that requires filling of wetlands for any activities
except road crossing and stormwater management. Wetlands that are filled after
receiving federal, state and county approval, will no longer be defined as wetlands
and will not require wetland buffers.

For development activities on existing lots that require federal or state wetland
permits and do not require submittal of a site development plan, federal and state
wetland permits will be required prior to issuance of grading or building permits.
Filling of wetlands for the construction of single-family detached residential dwellings
will not be allowed. In addition, filling of wetlands in the 100 year flood plain as
depicted on the FIRM maps or indicated as "My" soils on the Soil Survey Maps, for
other than road crossings and stormwater management, will not be allowed.

If it is determined prior to final approval, that more wetlands exist on the site than
originally submitted, then the subdivision, site plan, building permit or grading permit
will be resubmitted to reflect the additional wetlands and appropriate wetland
buffers. If filling of these additional wetlands is being proposed, then any preliminary
approval given by the Planning Commission will be made void and the revised

Draft Watershed Management Plan
Page 38



project will be resubmitted to the Planning and Zoning office for review by staff and
reconsideration by the Planning Commission for preliminary approval.

Wetlands will be defined and delineated by qualified professionals. For all site plans,
subdivisions, and grading and building permit applications that pertain to sites that
have wetlands on them, the wetlands and appropriate buffers shall be placed on the
plats and a wetland report submitted to confirm the delineation.

These wetland regulations are rather strong and the major potential for wetland loss,
other than as a result of road crossings or stormwater management, would be from
the filling of wetlands for the construction of multifamily housing in the Town of
Prince Frederick or from site plans in Prince Frederick, Huntingtown or other
institutional uses in the watershed. However, it should be noted that filling of
wetlands in the 100 yr. flood plain (including "My" soils) is not allowed.

Pollution entering the watershed is from both point and non-point sources. There
are very few potential point sources of pollution in the watershed. These could
include subsurface runoff of leachate of the completed County municipal, capped but
unlined landfill in Barstow and the slow rate land application sewerage treatment
plant in the same area. The sewerage treatment plant which utilizes spray irrigation
should not pollute either surface or groundwaters. Non-point source runoff of
sediment and nutrients, acid rain and atmospheric deposition of nitrogen and are the
other potential sources of pollutants.

The main issues relative to wetlands are loss of wetlands and wetland function
through filling or pollution, reduction in wetland buffers by the Planning Commission
or Board of Appeals, timber harvesting and farming activities in wetlands and the
effectiveness of wetland mitigation.

The County has established a strong protection policy for wetlands and
waterways. Land application of sewerage is the preferred method of treatment and
is used in the treatment of municipal sewerage from Prince Frederick. The plant is
located within the Hunting Creek Watershed. In January, 1993 and based on the
recommendations of the small-lot subcommittee, the Board of County Commissioners
of Calvert County enacted new regulations that require chambered septic tanks to
be used for all new and replacement septic tanks and that all lots must have one
primary and two secondary septage recovery areas in order to receive Health
Department approval to construct a home. If and when these chambered tanks fail,
the septage backs up into the house rather than spilling into the drainfield and
eventually overland to our waterways.

Draft Watershed Management Plan
Page 39



FLOODPLAINS

Regulations governing development in and adjacent to the 100 yr. flood plains are
designed to protect the flood plain values described above as well as property and
lives of residents. Activities in the flood plain are regulated via the Calvert County
Zoning Ordinance, Calvert County Flood Management Ordinance, and the Calvert
County Subdivision Regulations.

The main issues relative to flood plains are loss of wetland flood plains which is
discussed under the section on wetlands above and loss of life and property during
flood events.

The County has established a successful flood management program which directs
most new growth out of the flood plain and where allowed, requires appropriate
construction techniques. The County has participated in the Community Rating
System developed by the Federal Emergency Managment Administration (FEMA)
to promote better flood management and has recieved a decrease in flood insurance
rates for County citizens based on our flood management program. Our regulatory
flood plain maps have been revised to show extension of the 100 yr. flood plain
beyond the FIRM maps based on the presence of "My" soils.

WATER SUPPLY

Providing water services to present users and expanding that service to meet the
needs of new users involves significant public expenditures. In the long run, costs of
planning, designing and constructing new facilities may be reduced by a number of
techniques to delay, or lengthen the interval between major water facility expansion.
Such techniques include the provision of a reasonable excess capacity to meet later
expansion needs, and adoption of policies to limit population growth (WSP, 1990).

Another significant technique for reducing expansion costs which has recently
received serious attention in this country is demand modification. The gallons of
water a system must collect, treat and distribute is determined by the number of
users and the gallons consumed by each user. Demand modification techniques

would include approaches to reduce the number of gallons used by each consuming
unit (WSP, 1990).

In 1988, Calvert County initiated a Comprehensive, County-wide Water Conservation
Program. The program is designed to reduce the per capita consumption of water by
initiating a public information/public awareness campaign. In addition, all new
development within any sanitary district or in any community system owned and
operated by the County must use water conserving devices in accordance with the
County Water and Sewer Plan (WSP, 1990).
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Finally, the County approved a County-funded retro fit program for the Prince
Frederick Sanitary District to reduce consumption and extend available resources.
More efficient water use resulting from this plan would reduce water system
expansion costs, reduce costs in related services such as sewerage systems, and be
consistent with national policies of resource conservation. While Calvert County
does not foresee a shortage of potable water, the potential economic and
conservation benefits of demand modification indicate that careful consideration
should be given measures to accomplish such modifications in revisions of County
building and plumbing codes and related policies and regulations. Per capita
consumption is expected to continue to increase as the County makes the rural to
urban transition; however, as this transition is accomplished, demand modification
may be one method of stabilizing or reducing per capita water consumption in areas
served by community water systems (WSP, 1990).

It is necessary to obtain a well drilling permit from the Local Health Department
(Department of Environmental Health and Hygiene) for individual wells or for multi-
use or community water systems of two or more lots. In addition, a groundwater
appropriation permit must be secured from the Department of Natural Resources,
Water Resources Administration for all extractions of water (including residential,
commercial and industrial). Generally, there are two exceptions where an
appropriation permit is not required; for farming purposes and domestic uses
(residential, not in a subdivision) (WSP, 1990).

Application for a permit to drill a well must be submitted by a master well driller or
well driver, licensed by the State Board of Well Drillers. Such permit is required for
construction of every well and every test hole which the well driller intends to
construct. Well construction work can not be started until a permit has been issued
(WSP, 1990).

With certain exceptions, a permit issued by WRA is required prior to any
appropriation or uses of waters of the State (includes both surface and under ground
waters), or before construction of a building, plant, or structure which will
appropriate waters of the State. The exceptions not requiring an appropriation
permit include: Domestic use; Farm use; Use by any municipality for an approved
public water supply system, for those uses of water in effect on July 1, 1969; Use of
water in effect on January 1, 1934, if that use has not been abandoned; and
Appropriation of water to be used for fighting a fire. For applications for
appropriations in excess of 10,000 gallons per day, WRA will schedule and conduct
a public hearing in the Courthouse, Prince Frederick, to receive comments from
interested persons (WSP, 1990).

The holder of an appropriation or use permit may not transfer the permit without
WRA approval. The permittee shall notify the Water Resources Administration of
the name and address of the transferee accepts in writing all of the terms and
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conditions of the permit. Details of the requirements for these permits are contained

in Water Resources Administration Regulation 08.05.02, Groundwater Rules and
Regulations (WSP, 1990).

HABITAT OF SPECIAL CONCERN

The main issue relative to protection of wildlife habitat, is loss of the habitat through
destruction of the habitat, decrease in quality of the habitat or through increased
disturbance adjacent to the habitat which prohibits its use. Relative to anadromous

fish spawning in the Creek, water quality and temperature are the most important
factors. |

In the Critical Area (outlined in Figure 18), protective measures are provided for
habitat districts for 1) threatened, and endangered species and species in need of
conservation (includes bald eagles and certain tiger beetles); 2) plant and habitat
overlays including natural heritage areas, State-listed species sites, locally significant
habitats, and habitats for colonial nesting water birds and forest interior dwelling
birds as well as waterfowl staging and concentration areas; and 3) anadromous fish
propagation waters. Outside of the Critical Areas, provisions are made to
recognized critical natural areas and provide protection for them.

Open water areas, around Hunting Creek, have been classified as Historic
Waterfowl Staging and Concentration Areas. This restricts the construction of
certain water-dependent facilities within these regions (see Figure 19).

The County has implemented its Critical Area Program and in January of 1993 the
County's Forest Conservation Program, Resource Preservation Overlay and
Mandatory Clustering provisions were implemented. Together these regulations

provide a very effect tool for the preservation of open space and important wildlife
habitat.
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FOREST COVER

Protective measures for maintaining the County’s existing forest cover are based on
general conservation issues. Relative to forest conservation these are: the rapid loss
of forest in the watershed and Calvert County in general, the disruption of large
areas of contiguous forest or riparian forest which is important habitat to forest

interior dwelling birds, impacts of forestry activities, loss of champion trees, and loss
of mature forests.

In the Critical Area, within 1000 ft of tidal waters, tidal wetlands or heads of tide,
the Critical Area Program regulates forest conservation and provides the most
stringent restrictions on clearing and requirements for reforestation. Within the
Critical Area portion of the Hunting Creek Watershed, where there is no intensely
developed areas, clearing relative to development is restricted to a maximum of 30%
of the lot or parcel area or 6000 sq. ft., whichever is greatest, and at least 100%
replacement is required. If the forest area qualifies as a plant and wildlife habitat
protection area, then a habitat protection plan must be developed cooperatively
between the applicant, the County and the Department of Natural Resources before
a development plan can be approved. Wetland buffer areas are also protected.
These buffer areas are 100 ft. (which can be extended for slope) from tidal waters,
tidal wetlands and tributary streams and 50 ft. from nontidal wetlands.

Outside of the Critical Area, the Forest Conservation Program (FCP) regulates forest
removal and retention. Based on zoning, certain retention thresholds are set.
Depending on the amount of clearing in relation to the threshold, no, 100% or
greater than 100% replacement of forest is required. Priorities for forest retention
are set forth in the FCP and include forested wetlands and wetland buffers,
floodplains, steep slopes, large contiguous forest areas, endangered species habitat,
etc. Wetland buffers are 50 from blue line streams with extensions for steep slopes
and 50 ft. from non-blue line streams and wetlands.

The cluster provisions of the Zoning Ordinance direct development away from buffer

areas and large contiguous tracts of forest. These provisions apply inside and outside
of the Critical Area. '

The County has implemented its Critical Area Program and has established a Critical
Area Reforestation Evaluation (CARE) Committee to direct reforestation efforts in
the Critical Area. In 1992, the County received an award for innovation from the
Chesapeake Bay Local Government Advisory Committee for its Critical Area
Reforestation Program. In January of 1993 both the County’s Forest Conservation
Program and Mandatory Clustering provisions were implemented. Together these
regulations provide a very effect tool for forest conservation.
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OPEN SPACE

Forests, farms, wetlands, stream valleys, cliffs, wildlife, parks and people all need
space in Calvert County and there are only 140,000 acres to share. The trend has
been for people to claim first choice of available space destroying or not providing
for the others in the process. But in recent years, a new land ethic has begun to
emerge. We have begun to realize that it is not only possible but preferable to
protect the natural resources of the water and the land. We do this, not from a
sense of heavy moral obligation, but because we know that these resources are
among the things we value most and enjoy (LPOSP, 1989).

The purpose of the open space plan is to provide a policy framework for the
preservation and management of:

1. Unique and sensitive natural areas within Calvert County and in particular
within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area,

2 Productive forest land,

3. Productive agricultural land, and

4 Recreational open space and facilities.

There is still a great deal of open space suitable for farming, forestry, wildlife habitat
and recreation in Calvert County, but the trend has been for residential development
to consume an increasingly larger share of total land area. As this trend continues,
the amount of space available for farming, forestry, natural habitat and recreation
will continue to decline (LPOSP, 1989). Based on preliminary evaluation of these
trends, the citizens of Calvert County are attracted and remain within the County due
to the rural character presented by the County’s current and past appearences.

One of the tasks of this project is to recommend revisions to land use regulations and
local governmental activities that would promote the objectives of the plan and
facilitate its implementation. Calvert County has been working on a number of

regulations that will help protect the environment of Hunting Creek as well as that
of the entire County.

These regulations, designed to both preserve rural character and protect the
environment, were approved by the Board of County Commissioners and
implementation began January 1, 1993. The new regulations include mandatory
clustering in rural subdivisions, changes to our Agriculture Preservation Program

including changes to the transfer development rights (TDR) regulations, and adding
a new overlay zone to our rural zoned land.

The overlay consists of three districts: Resource Preservation (RP), Farm
Community (FC) and Rural Community (RUC). In the RP and FC districts, during
subdivision 80% of the parcel must be preserved in “open space”, no transfer zones
are allowed and sending of transfer development rights from these areas is
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encouraged. In the RUC district, during subdivision 50% of the parcel must be
preserved in "open space” and transfer zones are allowed.

These regulations should result in farm land and forest land being preserved due to
transfer of development rights out of the RP and FC areas and due to decreased
land development (maximum 20% developed in the RP and FC districts; maximum
developed 50% in the RUC district) if subdivided. Though density can be increased
in the RUC areas, only 50% of the area can be developed. The reduced
development area will result in reduced runoff. The increased "open space” will
decrease non-point source pollution and preserve farm land, rural character,
contiguous forested areas and wildlife habitat. The overlays of the three districts are
provided in Figure 20, as they pertain to the Hunting Creek Watershed.
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FARM PLANNING

The objective of the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Hunting Creek Watershed
Project is to demonstrate the positive results of soil conservation and water quality
plans, in addition to Best Management Practices (BMP) installation, on water
quality in the Hunting Creek Watershed. This project will result in an accurate
representation of the influence of agricultural programs offered through the Calvert

Soil Conservation District on non-point source pollution in the overall Patuxent River
Watershed.

The Hunting Creek Watershed is comprised of 18,569 acres of land, of which
10,209 acres (55%) designated as agricultural and forest lands. There are 4,591
acres of cropland and pasture contained within 182 individual parcels of land.
Presently 92 of these agricultural parcels have farm conservation plans but 42 of
these parcels need to have updated farm plans because they are greater than ten
years old. The other 90 agricultural parcel owners, who have never had a farm
conservation plan, need to be approached to explain to them the benefits of a soil
conservation and water quality plan and possible cost sharing programs being offered
in the installation of BMP’s. Their contribution to the whole watershed project is
essential in showing that soil conservation plans, which have been in place for the
past 40 years, have made a significant impact on reducing the load of non-point
source pollutants (sediment, nutrients, etc.).

To assist in the implementation and update of new and old farm conservation plans,
Calvert Soil Conservation District received an EPA grant through the Maryland
Department of Agriculture to hire a farm planner to specifically address the
objectives of the project. This planner was hired in January 1993, to work on the
SCS Hunting Creek Watershed Project.

The funds provided, allow the farm planner to develop soil conservation and water
quality plans on 3,663 acres, or about one half of the updated plans and unplanned
agricultural land in the Hunting Creek Watershed. Funds are being pursued through
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and' other supporting agencies to
complete the other half of the project. ’

RECOMMENDATIONS

WETLANDS

1. Maintain the existing policy of strong County regulations for the protection
of wetlands and waterways.
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Conduct an analysis of wetland function to determine which wetlands are the
most valuable.

Work with the Maryland Office of Planning and their Non-point Source
Accounting and Assessment System to estimate the most important sources
of non-point source pollution in Hunting Creek and to test the effectiveness
of various land use controls and sensitive area protection measures in
reducing non-point source pollution. Based on these results and
recommendations from the Hunting Creek Watershed Task Force, make
appropriate amendments to the Calvert County Zoning Ordinance and Prince
Frederick Zoning Ordinance. The Calvert County Water and Sewerage Plan
and the Open Space Plan may also have to be amended depending on the
forthcoming recommendations.

Support the Calvert County Soil Conservation efforts to complete and update
Farm Conservation Plans for all farms in the Hunting Creek watershed.

Identify from the wetland function model and location of rare, threatened and

endangered species what land areas should be preserved and identify possible
means for their preservation.

Develop a citizen education program to inform public of the value of wetlands

and clean water and the individual’s role in preserving wetlands and
maintaining clean water.

FLOODPLAINS

1.

2,

Continue to implement and improve our flood management program.

Have the revised regulatory flood plain maps entered into our computer
mapping system and offiwally adopted.

Work with the Army Corp of Engineers to conduct a flood plain study in all
or parts of Hunting Creek to update our FIRM maps and regulatory flood
plain maps and to provide information on projected flooding potential based
on current zoning and full build-out.

Identify all structures currently in the 100 yr. flood plain in Hunting Creek
and identify all flood plain areas in the watershed that are or will be
preserved in open space.

Notify owners of structures located in the flood plain of the potential hazards
and available protective measures that can be taken.
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6. Identify any road crossings that may be impacted by flooding and plan
corrective actions.

WATER SUPPLY

In the process of revising the Calvert County Water and Sewer Plan, the County is
recommending the development of a well-head protection plan.

1. A possible amendment in this plan would require the capping of old or
abandoned wells on site should a new well be drilled.

2. The amendments may include provisions increasing the required distances

between the well and potential contaminants such as septic fields, impervious
surfaces, storage tanks, etc.

These policies would prevent intrusions such as salt and pollutants into the confined
aquifers and maintain the integrity of these aquifers in supplying quality groundwater.

HABITAT OF SPECIAL CONCERN

1. Work with DNR to develop an anddromous fish spawning stream plan for

Hunting Creek. This plan would become part of the Hunting Creek
Watershed Management Plan.

2. Identify the most functionally valuable wetlands in the watershed and work
toward their protection and preservation.

3. Work with DNR to develop a habitat protection plan for the Waterfowl
Staging and Concentration Area in Hunting Creek. This plan would become
part of the Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plan.

4, Adopt protection measures for FIDs outside the Critical Area.

FOREST COVER

DNR has expressed the necessity in preserving riparian and large block forested
areas in the Hunting Creek watershed. These areas are classified as potential Forest
Interior Dwelling Bird Habitat. Riparian forest has been defined as forested land,
300 feet in width or greater, adjoining a body of water. Continuous blocks of 100
or more acres are considered large block forests. DNR also recommends Calvert
County to maintain existing contiguous forested land and when development occurs,
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provide for the connection of forested habitat areas.

1. Once the forestry information has been received from DNR in digital format,
map the forest area for the watershed, determine its total area, and identify
potential forest interior dwelling bird habitat on the map.

2. Expand the protection for FID habitat outside of the Critical Area.

3. Measure the rate of forest loss in the watershed.

4, Determine how much reforestation has occurred in the watershed.

S. Estimate the amount of forest harvest activity in the watershed and its
potential environmental impact.

6. Promote reforestation efforts in the watershed.

IMPLEMENTATION

The basis for the following implementation schedule is the Patuxent Estuary
Demonstration Project Phase II Planning Grant being supplied by the Maryland
Office of Planning (Appendix C):

March 31, 1994 Revised Draft Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plan.

June 30, 1994 Draft Prince Frederick Watershed Management Plan with

elements of the Hunting and Parker Creek Plans.

September, 1994 Wetland functional assessment for watershed.

December, 1994 Complete certification as a Wetland Watershed Management

Plan by the Maryland Department ‘of Natural Resources,
Water Resources Administration.

FY 1995 Plan will go to public hearing and to the County Commissioners

for adoption
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GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

FEDERAL

National Marine Fisheries Service

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Service

STATE

Critical Area Commission

DNR-Forest, Park and Wildlife Service
DNR-TA-Coastal and Watershed Resources Division
DNR-WRA-Flood Management Division (dissolved)
DNR-WRA-NFIP Coordination
DNR-WRA-Nontidal Wetlands Division
DNR-WRA-Tidal Wetlands Division
DNR-WRA-Water Rights Division

MDE-Sediment and Stormwater Management
MDE-Water Quality Certification

Maryland Office of Planning

REGIONAL

Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland

LOCAL

Department of Economic Development

Department of General Services

Department of Public Safety

Department of Public Works

General public, organized citizen associations and citizen adv1sory groups
Hunting Creek Watershed Task Force
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POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS Page 1 of 14

Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT Area Area Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

LHS 49 HYSO-3 90221 2.07 0.06 0.01
LHS 17 HYSO-3 205329 4.71 0.14 0.02
LHS 10 HYSO-3 586377 13.46 0.40 0.07
LHS 40 HYSO-3 151369 3.47 06.10 0.02
LHS 58 HYSO-3 16352 0.38 0.01 0.00
LHS 4 HYSO-3 265512 6.10 0.18 0.03
LHS 55 HYSO-3 90635 2.08 - 0.06 0.01
LHS 36 HYSO-3 113357 2.60 0.08 0.01
LHS 24 HYSO-3 76880 1.76 0.05 0.01
LHS 8 HYSO-3 1425357 32.72 0.98 0.17
LHS 56 HYSO-3 42289 0.97 0.03 0.01
LHS 38 HYSO-3 60214 1.38 0.04 0.01
LHS 15 HYSO-3 2695253 61.87 1.85 0.32
LHS 7 HYSO-3 87493 2.01 0.06 0.01
LHS 5 HYSO-3 168512 3.87 0.12 0.02
LHS 1 HYSO-3 1279801 29.38 0.88 0.15
LHS 21 HYSO-3 313126 7.19 0.21 0.04
LHS TOT HYSO-~3 7668077 176.03 5.26 0.91

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT - Wetland Type



POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS Page 2 of 14

Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT ’ Area Area Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

LHS 22 HYSO-4 105406 2.42 0.07 0.01
LHS 31 HYSO-4 1065553 24,46 0.73 0.13
LHS 18 HYSO-4 137721 3.16 0.09 0.02
LHS 50 HYSO-4 104857 2.41 0.07 0.01
LHS 20 HYSO-4 139369 3.20 0.10 0.02
LHS 33 HYSO-4 2263550 51.96 1.55 0.27
LHS 43 HYSO-4 65819 1.51 0.05 0.012
LHS 9 HYSO-4 405537 9.31 0.28 0.05
LHS 13 HYSO-4 370017 8.49 0.25 0.04
LHS 45 HYSO-4 187809 4.31 0.13 0.02
LHS - 26 HYSO-4 1378210 31.64 0.95 0.16
LHS 6 HYSO-4 701806 16.11 0.48 0.08
LHS 28 HYSO-4 128224 2.94 0.09 0.02
LHS 37 HYSO-4 737780 16.94 0.51 0.09
LHS 30 HYSO-4 478606 10.99 0.33 0.06
LHS 57 HYSO-4 413808 9.50 0.28 0.05
LHS 16 HYSO-4 96494 2.22 0.07 0.01
LHS 44 HYSO-4 80384 1.85 0.06 0.01
LHS 25 HYSO-4 242544 5.57 0.17 0.03
LHS 2 HYSO-4 870726 19.99 0.60 0.10
LHS 11 HYSO-4 84848 1.95 0.06 0.01
LHS 41 HYSO-4 219250 5.03 0.15 0.03
LHS 23 HYSO-4 180306 4,14 0.12 0.02
LHS 19 HYSO-4 138291 3.17 0.09 0.02
LHS 12 HYSO-4 84162 1.93 0.06 0.01
LHS 42 HYSO-4 211601 4.86 0.15 0.03
LHS TOT HYSO-4 10892689 250.06 7.48 1.29

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT - Wetland Type



POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS Page 3 of 14

Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT Area Area Percent  Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

LHS 29 HYSO0-5 216581 4.97 0.15 0.03
LHS 51 HYSO-5 57133 1.31 0.04 0.01
LHS 52 HYSO-5 258073 5.92 0.18 0.03
LHS 35 HYSO-5 323710 7.43 0.22 0.04
LHS 53 HYSO-5 425893 9.78 0.29 0.05
LHS 47 HYSO-5 317792 7.30 0.22 0.04
LHS 54 HYSO-5 142182 3.26 0.10 0.02
LHS 34 HYSO-5 2063338 47.37 1.42 0.24
LHS 27 HYSO-5 14319 0.33 0.01 0.00
LHS 38 HYSO-5 677633 15.56 0.47 0.08
LHS 14 HYSO-5 20391 0.47 0.01 0.00
LHS 48 HYSO-5 2450940 56.27 1.68 0.29
LHS 46 HYSO-5 889696 20.42 0.61 0.11
LHS 32 HYSO-5 . 46323 1.06 0.03 0.01
LHS 3 HYSO-5 28151 0.65 0.02 0.00
LHS TOT HYSO-5 7932155 182.10 5.45 0.94
LHS TOT TOTAL 18.19 3.15
LHW 42 E10WLx 79879 1.83 0.05 0.01
LHW TOT E1OWLx 79879 1.83 0.05 0.01
LHW 68 E1UB4L6 34429 0.79 0.02 0.00
LHW 67 E1UB4L6 48746 1.12 0.03 0.01
LHW TOT E1UB4L6 83175 1.91 0.06 0.01

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT ~ Wetland Type



POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS
Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT

LHW 30
LOwW 23
LHW 41
LHW 18
LHW 65
LEW 40
LHW 20
LEW 38
LHW 49
LHW 37
LHW 22
LHW 13
LHW 58
LHW 46
LHW 60
LHW 50
LHW 25
LHW 39
LHW 26
LHW 64
LHW 66
LHW 4
LHW 28
LHW 10
LHW 59
LHW 61
LHW 62
LHW TOT
LHW 24
LHW 35
LHW 56
LHW 7
LHW 15
LHW 8
LHW 55
LHW 11
LHW TOT
LHW 19
LHW 16
LHW TOT

E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
EZEM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6
E2EM5P6

E2EMSP6

PFO1l1A
PFO1A
PFO1A
PFOlA
PFOl1A
PFO1A
PFOl1A
PFOlA
PFOlA

PFO1C
PFO1C
PFO1C

WC - Watershed Code

Area
sq. ft.

256888
191730
991030
165690
173063
198271
421823
1205220
259384
93933
146908
217548
114024
2238426
93691
506986
68716
552277
177740
159411
428114
1985510
211646
408110
31205
100162
14549
11412057

276961
63753
80471

722654

1020089

113817
88678

343104

2709527

60554
405259
465814

Area
Acres

5.90
4.40
22.75
3.80
3.97
4.55
9.68
27.67
5.95
2.16
3.37
4.99
2.62
51.39
2.15
11.64
1.58
12.68
4.08
3.66
9.83
45.58
4.86
9.37
0.72
2.30
0.33
261.98

6.36
1.46
1.85
16.59
23.42
2.61
2.04
7.88
62.20

1.39
9.30
10.69

WN - Wetland Number

Page 4 of 14

Percent
Sub-

Watershed Watershed

0.18
0.13
0.68
0.11
0.12
0.14
0.29
0.83
0.18
0.06
0.10
0.15
0.08
1.54
0.06
0.35
0.05
0.38
0.12
0.11
0.29
1.36
0.15
0.28
0.02
0.07
0.01
7.84

0.19
0.04
0.06
0.50
0.70
0.08
0.06
0.24
1.86

0.04
0.28
0.32

Percent
Total

0.03
0.02
0.12

1 0.02
0.02
0.02
0.05
0.14
0.03
0.01
0.02
0.03
0.01
0.27
0.01
0.06
0.01
0.07
0.02
0.02
0.05
0.24
0.03
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.00
1.35

0.03
0.01
0.01
0.09
0.12
0.01
0.01
0.04
0.32

0.01
0.05
0.06

WT - Wetland Type



POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS Page 5 of 14

Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT ' Area Area ‘Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

LHW 1 PFOlE 125988 2.89 0.09 0.01
LHW TOT PFOlE 125988 2.89 0.09 0.01
LHW 32 PFOIR 32109 0.74 0.02 0.00
LHW 33 PFO1R 17432 0.40 0.01 0.00
LHW 21 PFOI1R 200540 4.60 0.14 0.02
LHW 17 PFO1R ' 153413 3.52 0.11 0.02
LHW 36 PFOLR 46958 1.08 0.03 0.01
LHW 5 PFO1R 53956 1.24 0.04 0.01
LHW 9 PFO1R 201266 4.62 0.14 0.02
LHW 2 PFOL1R 1167718 26.81 0.80 0.14
LHW TOT PFOI1R 1873393 43.01 1.29 0.22
LHW 29 PFO1S 70754 1.62 0.05 0.01
LHW TOT PFOlS 70754 1.62 0.05 0.01
LHW 47 POWFh 48822 1.12 0.03 0.01
LHW 53 POWFh 8034 0.18 0.01 0.00
LHW TOT POWFh 56856 1.31 - 0.04 0.01
LHW 52 POWFx 15151 0.35 0.01 0.00
LHW TOT POWFx 15151 0.35 0.01 0.00
LHW 6 POWZIb 3199 0.07 0.00 0.00
LHW TOT POWZb 3199 0.07 0.00 0.00
LHW 51 POWZh 217151 .4.99 0.15 0.03
LHW 34 POWZh 36299 0.83 0.02 0.00
LHW 63 POWZh 117038 2.69 0.08 0.01
LHW 14 POWZh 4898 0.11 0.00 0.00
LHW 43 POWZh ' 63912 1.47 0.04 0.01
LEW TOT POWZh 439298 10.08 0.30 0.05
LHW 31 POWZx 40965 0.94 0.03 0.00
LHW 57 POWIx 11233 0.26 0.01 0.00
LHW 54 POWIx 10483 0.24 0.01 0.00
LHW TOT POWZIx 62681 1.44 0.04 0.01

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT - Wetland Type



POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS
Hunting Creek Watershed

Page 6 of 14

WC WN WT Area Area Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total
Watershed Watershed
LHW 27 PSS1R 19837 0.46 0.01 0.00
LHW 3 PSS1R 66031 1.52 0.05 0.01
LHW 45 PSSIR 127842 2.93 0.09 0.02
LHW 48 PSS1R 118458 2.72 0.08 0.01
LHW 44 PSSIR 63147 1.45 0.04 0.01
LHW 12 PSS1R . 14740 0.34 0.01 0.00
LHW TOT PSSI1R 410056 9.41 0.28 0.05
LHW TOT TOTAL 12.23 2.11
LLS 3 HYSO-3 3392187 77.87 5.38 0.40
LLS 9 HYSO-3 121527 2.79 0.19 0.01
LLS 7 HYSO-3 503471 11.56 0.80 0.06
LLS TOT HYSO-3 4017185 92.22 6.37 0.48
LLS 11 HYSO-4 2237783 51.37 3.55 0.27
LLS 14 HYSO-4 48671 1.12 0.08 0.01
LLS 15 HYSO-4 403547 9.26 0.64 0.05
LLS 12 HYSO-4 319236 7.33 0.51 0.04
LLS 13 HYSO-4 68112 1.56 0.11 0.01
LLS TOT HYSO0-4 3077349 70.65 4.88 0.37
LLS 10 HYSO-5 1406718 32.29 2.23 0.17
LLS 2 HYSO-5 32744 0.75 0.05 0.00
LLS 1 HYSO-5 112341 2.58 0.18 0.01
LLS 6 HYSO-5 173914 3.99 0.28 0.02
LLS 4 HYSO-5 286067 6.57 0.45 0.03
LLS 16 HYSO-5 52802 1.21 0.08 0.01
LLS 8 HYSO-5 265145 6.09 0.42 0.03
LLS 5 HYSO-5 811383 18.63 1.29 0.10
LLS TOT HYSO-5 3141113 72.11 4,98 0.37
LLS TOT TOTAL 16.24 1.22
LLW 22 E2EM5P6 16513 0.38 0.03 0.00
LLW 19 E2EM5P6 304337 6.99 0.48 0.04
LLW 18 E2EM5P6 2077328 47.69 3.29 0.25
LLW 21 E2EM5P6 69220 1.59 0.11 0.01
LLW 20 E2EM5P6 420492 9.65 0.67 0.05
LLW TOT E2EMSP6 2887889 66.30 4.58 0.34

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number

WT - Wetland Type
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POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS Page 7 of 14

Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT Area Area Percent Perqent
: sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

LLW 11 PFOlA 199580 4.58 0.32 0.02
LLW 3 PFOlA 2003818 46.00 3.18 0.24
LLW TOT PFOlA 2203398 50.58 3.49 0.26
LLW 6 PFO1C 501964 11.52 0.80 0.06
LLW 10 PFO1C 50819 1.17 0.08 0.01
LLW TOT PFO1C 552784 12.26 -0.88 0.07
LIW 7 PFOIR 153243 3.52 0.24 0.02
LLW 17 PFO1R 58632 1.35 0.09 0.01
Liw 13 PFO1R 361826 8.31 0.57 0.04
LILW 15 PFO1R 19014 0.44 0.03 0.00
LLW TOT PFO1lR 592714 13.61 0.94 0.07
LILW 4 POWZh 56445 1.30 0.09 0.01
LLW 8 POWZh 21530 0.49 0.03 0.00
LLW 5 POWZh 34240 0.79 0.05 0.00
LLw 12 POWZh 43192 0.99 0.07 0.01
LLW 2 POWZh 101873 2.34 0.16 0.01
LLW 9 POWZh 21210 0.49 0.03 0.00
LLW 1 POWZh 22836 0.52 0.04 0.00
LLw 14 POWZh 18586 0.43 0.03 0.00
LLW TOT POWZh 319911 7.34 0.51 0.04
LIW 16 PSS1R 56366 1.29 0.09 0.01
LLW TOT PSSI1R 56366 1.29 0.09 0.01
LLW TOT TOTAL = 10.49 0.79
MCS 4.4 HYSO-3 9634 0.22 0.01 0.00
MCS 5.2 HYSO-3 530192 12.17 0.41 0.06
MCS 4.1 HYSO-3 165716 3.80 0.13 0.02
MCS 10 HYSO-3 130620 3.00 0.10 0.02
MCS 4.3 HYSO-3 33364 0.77 0.03 0.00
MCS 5.1 HYSO-3 8446349 193.90 6.46 1.00
MCS 4.2 HYSO-3 17803 0.41 0.01 0.00
MCS TOT HYSO-3 9333679 214.27 7.14 1.11
MCS 15 HYSO-4 47439 1.09 0.04 0.01
MCS 13 HYSO-4 1063079 24.40 0.81 0.13
MCS 14 HYSO-4 866873 19.90 0.66 0.10
MCs 16 HYSO-4 22230 0.51 0.02 0.00
MCS TOT HYSO0-4 1999622 45.90 1.53 0.24

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT - Wetland Type
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Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT Area Area Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

MCS 1.2 HYSO-5 52817 1.21 0.04 0.01
MCS 12 HYSO-5 26252 0.60 0.02 0.00
MCS 3 HYSO-5 58936 1.35 0.05 0.01
MCS 8 HYSO-5 156720 3.60 0.12 0.02
MCS 2 HYSO-5 1254240 28.79 0.96 0.15
MCS & HYSO-5 2649461 60.82 2.03 0.31
MCS 1.1 HYSO-5 57980 1.33 0.04 0.01
MCS 7 HYSO-5 30842 0.71 0.02 0.00
MCS 11 HYSO-5 42364 0.97 0.03 0.01
MCS 9 HYSO-5 187022 4.29 0.14 0.02
MCS TOT HYSO-5 4516633 103.69 3.45 0.54
MCS TOT TOTAL 12.12 1.88
MCW 20 E2EM5P6 807582 18.54 0.62 0.10
MCW 22 E2EM5P6 83019 1.91 0.06 0.01
MCW .19 EZ2EM5P6 792281 18.19 0.61 0.09
MCW TOT E2EM5P6 1682882 38.63 1.29 0.20
MCW 7 PEMbBA 73908 1.70 0.06 0.01
MCW TOT PEM5A 73908 1.70 0.06 0.01
MCW 4 PEM5C 97764 2.24 0.07 0.01
MCW TOT PEMS5C 97764 2.24 0.07 0.01
MCW 9 PFOl1A 1688307 38.76 1.29 0.20
MCW 16 PFOlA 191063 4.39 0.15 0.02
MCW 6 PFO1A 545077 12.51 0.42 0.06
MCW 10.2 PFOl1A 90937 2.09 0.07 0.01
MCW 12 PFOl1A 210871 4.84 0.16 0.03
MCW 3 PFOl1A 1342741 30.83 1.03 0.16
MCW 5 PFOl1A 40683 0.93 0.03 0.00
MCW 11 PFO1A 156071 3.58 0.12 0.02
MCW TOT PFOIl1A 4265751 97.93 3.26 0.51
MCWw 10.1 PFO1C 380122 8.73 0.29 0.05
MCW TOT PFO1C 380122 8.73 0.29 0.05
MCW 18 PFO1R 386891 8.88 0.30 0.05
MCW 13 PFO1R 380500 8.74 0.29 0.05
MCW TOT PFOI1R 767391 17.62 0.59 0.09

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT -~ Wetland Type
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WC WN WT Area Area Percent Percent

sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total
: Watershed Watershed

MCW 15 PFO1S 116867 2.68 0.09 0.01
MCW TOT PFO1S 116867 2.68 0.09 0.01
MCW 21 POWZh 38884 0.89 0.03 0.00
MCW 2 POWzZh 11287 0.26 0.01 0.00
MCW 1 POWZh 35985 0.83 0.03 0.00
MCW 8 POWZh 58834 1.35 0.04 0.01
MCW 17 POWZh 170566 3.92 0.13 0.02
MCW TOT POWZh 315555 7.24 0.24 0.04
MCW 14 P(SS1/EM5)R 470908 10.81 0.36 0.06
MCW TOT P(SS1/EM5)R 470908 10.81 0.36 0.06
MCW TOT TOTAL _6.25 0.97
RBS 3 HYSO-3 2505354 57.52 4.90 0.30
RBS 4 HYSO-3 2199137 50.49 4.30 0.26
RBS TOT HYSO-3 4704491 108.00 9.21 0.56
RBS 5 HYSO-5 10719 0.25 0.02 0.00
RBS 1 HYSO-5 31915 0.73 0.06 0.00
RBS 2 HYSO-5 115787 2.66 0.23 0.01
RBS TOT HYSO-5 158421 3.64 0.31 0.02
RBS TOT TOTAL 9.52 0.58
RBW 4 PEMS5A 89012 2.04 0.17 0.01
RBW TOT PEMSA | 89012 2.04 0.17 0.01
RBW 6 PFO1A 1611691 37.00 3.15 0.19
RBW 2 PFO1A 818341 18.79 1.60 0.10
RBW TOT PFOl1A 2430032 55.79 4.76 0.29
- RBW 7 PFOLC 206903 4.75 0.41 0.02
RBW TOT PFO1C 206903 4.75 0.41 0.02
RBW 9 PFOIR 258485 5.93 0.51 0.03
REW TOT PFOI1R 258485 5.93 0.51 0.03
RBW 5 POWFb 21135 0.49 0.04 0.00
RBW TOT POWFb 21135 0.49 0.04 0.00

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT - Wetland Type



POTENTIAL WETLAND AREAS Page 10 of 14

Hunting Creek Watershed

WC WN WT Area Area' Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

RBW 8 POWZ 17675 0.41 0.03 0.00
RBW TOT POWZ 17675 0.41 0.03 0.00
RBW 3 POWZh 30457 0.70 0.06 0.00
RBW 1 POWZh 13768 0.32 0.03 0.00
RBW TOT POWZh 44225 1.02 0.09 0.01
RBW_TOT TOTAL 6.00 0.36
SBS 12 HYSO-3 7875797 180.80 4.17 0.93
SBS 13 HYSO-3 19642 0.45 0.01 0.00
SBS 11 HYSO-3 12231002 280.79 6.47 1.45
SBS TOT HYSO-3 20126441 462.04 10.65 2.39
SBS 4.1 HYSO-5 255142 5.86 0.13 0.03
SBS 10 HYSO-5 41406 0.95 0.02 0.00
SBS 3 HYSO-5 180121 4.14 0.10 0.02
SBS 2 HYSO-5 36505 0.84 0.02 0.00
SBS 5 HYSO-5 176574 4.05 0.09 0.02
SBS 1 HYSO-5 24432 0.56 0.01 0.00
SBS 7 HYSO-5 101065 2,32 0.05 0.01
SBS 8 HYSO-5 244450 5.61 0.13 0.03
SBS 9 HYSO-5 175067 4.02 0.09 0.02
SBS 4.2 HYSO-5 §2266 1.89 0.04 0.01
SBS 14.2 HYSO-5 9669 0.22 0.01 0.00
SBS 6 HYSO-5 410979 9.43 0.22 0.05
SBS 14.1 HYSO-5 69673 1.60 0.04 0.01
SBS TOT HYSO-5 ° 1807350 41.49 0.96 0.21
SBS TOT TOTAL 11.60 2.60
SBW 13 PFOlAa 1327419 30.47 0.70 0.16
SBW 25 PFOlA 418914 9.62 0.22 0.05
SBW 5 PFOlA 1066833 24 .49 0.56 0.13
SBW 2 PFOl1A 252863 5.80 0.13 0.03
SBW 9 PFOlA 325904 7.48 0.17 0.04
SBW 27 PFOlA 329403 7.56 0.17 0.04
SBW 19 PFOlA 3574142 82.05 1.89 0.42
SBW TOT PFOlA 7295476 167.48 3.86 0.87

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT - Wetland Type
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WC WN WT Area Area Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total
Watershed Watershed
SBW 20 PFOIC 67553 1.55 0.04 0.01
'SBW 24 PFO1C 249172 5.72 0.13 0.03
SBW 18 PFO1C 252495 5.80 0.13 0.03
SBW 21 PFO1C 203522 4.67 0.11 0.02
SBW TOT PFO1C _ 772742 17.74 0.41 0.09
SBW 26 PFOlEDb 494016 11.34 0.26 0.06
SBW 29 PFOlEDb 479571 11.01 0.25 0.06
SBW 10 PFOlEb 215351 4.94 0.11 0.03
SBW 14 PFO1EDb 78456 1.80 0.04 0.01
SBW TOT PFOlEb 1267394 29.10 0.67 0.15
SBW 28 POWZh 252865 5.80 0.13 0.03
SBW 11 POWZh 44916 1.03 0.02 0.01
SBW 22 POWZh 42151 0.97 0.02 0.01
SBW 17 POWZh 28264 0.65 0.01 0.00
SBW 23 POWZh 40130 0.92 0.02 0.00
SBW 12 POWZh 20105 0.46 0.01 0.00
SBW 3 POWZh 18132 0.42 0.01 0.00
SBW 16 POWZh 61484 1.41 0.03 0.01
SBW 1 POWZh 47517 1.09 0.03 0.01
SBW 15 POWZh 47858 1.10 0.03 0.01
SBW 4 POWZh 235168 5.40 0.12 0.03
SBW TOT POWZh 838590 19.25 0.44 0.10
SBW 8 P(FO5/0W)Fb 206365 4.74 0.11 0.02
SBW 6 P(FO5/0W)Fb 115561 2.65 0.06 0.01
SBW TOT P(FO5/0W)Fb 321926 7.39 0.17 0.04
SBW 7 P(FO/EM)SFb 137651 3.16 0.07 0.02
SBW TOT P(FO/EM)5Fb 137651 3.16 0.07 0.02
SBW TOT TOTAL 5.63 1.26
T1S 1 HYSO-3 8370544 192.16 8.48 0.99
T1S TOT TOTAL 8370544 192.16 8.48 0.99
T1W 18 PEMSEDb 518652 11.91 0.53 0.06
T1W TOT - PEMSEDb 518652 11.91 0.53 0.06

WC - Watershed Code WN -~ Wetland Number

WT - Wetland Type
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sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total

Watershed Watershed

TIW 12 PEM5Fb 167622 3.85 0.17 0.02
TIW TOT PEMSFb 167622 3.85 0.17 0.02
TIW 4 PFOlA 638848 14.67 0.65 0.08
TIW TOT PFOlA 638848 14.67 0.65 0.08
TIW 20 PFO1C 821133 18.85 0.83 0.10
T1W TOT PFOI1C 821133 18.85 0.83 0.10
TIW 11 PFOLE 150585 3.46 0.15 0.02
T1W TOT PFOLE 150585 3.46 0.15 0.02
TIW 10 POWFb 46052 1.06 0.05 0.01
TI1W TOT POWFb 46052 1.06 0.05 0.01
TIW 19 POWFh 19328  0.44 0.02 0.00
T1W TOT POWFh ' 19328 0.44 0.02 0.00
TIW 15 POWZh 42834 0.98 0.04 0.01
TIW 17 POWZh 18164 0.42 0.02 0.00
T1W 2 POWZh 54539 1.25 0.06 0.01
T1W 9 POWZh 13310 0.31 0.01 0.00
T1W 1 POWZh 33452 0.77 0.03 0.00
T1W 3 POWZh 15264 0.35 0.02 0.00
T1W 7 POWZh 44709 1.03 0.05 0.01
T1W 8 POWzZh 21261 0.49 0.02 0.00
TIW 13 POWZh 19556 0.45 0.02 0.00
TIW 16 POWZh 5682 0.13 0.01 0.00
T1W TOT POWZh 268770 6.17 0.27 0.03
T1W 6 P(FOL/EM5)C 813389 18.67 0.82 0.10
TIW TOT P(FO1/EM5)C 813389 18.67 0.82  0.10
TIW 14 P(FO1/EM5)Eb 978043 22.45 0.99 0.12
T1W TOT P(FO1/EM5)Eb 978043 22.45 0.99 0.12
T1W 5 P(FO5/0W)Fb 23475 0.54 0.02 0.00
TIW 21 P(FOS/OW)Fb 76687 1.76 0.08 0.01
T1W TOT P(FO5/OW)Fb 100162 2.30 0.10 0.01
T1W TOT TOTAL 4.58 0.54

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number WT -~ Wetland Type
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WC WN WT Area Area Percent Percent
sq. ft. Acres Sub- Total
Watershed Watershed
UHS 9 HYSO-3 68877 1.58 0.04 0.01
UHS 5 HYSO-3 17885674 410.60 10.90 2.12
UHS 8 HYSO-3 130907 3.01 0.08 0.02
UHS 7 HYSO-3 171647 3.94 0.10 0.02
UHS TOT HYSO-3 18257105 419.13 11.13 2.17
UHS 6 HYSO-5 54336 1.25 0.03 0.01
UHS 1 HYSO-5 65070 1.49 0.04 0.01
UHS 4 HYSO-5 44342 1.02 0.03 0.01
UHS 3 HYSO-5 32814 0.75 0.02 0.00
UHS 2 HYSO-5 146405 3.36 0.09 0.02
UHS TOT HYSO0-5 342968 7.87 0.21 0.04
UHS TOT TOTAL 11.34 2.21
UHW 17 PEMSED 193901 4.45 0.12 0.02
UHW 25 PEM5EDb 258245 5.93 0.16 0.03
UHW TOT PEM5SED 452146 10.38 0.28 0.05
UHW 6 PFOlA 456125 10.47 0.28 0.05
UHW 19 PFOlA 1173802 26.95 0.72 0.14
UHW 22 PFOlA 839481 19.27 0.51 0.10
UHW 8 PFOl1A 608976 13.98 0.37 0.07
UHW TOT PFO1lA 3078385 70.67 1.88 0.37
UHW 13 PFO1C 801656 18.40 0.49 0.10
UHW TOT PFO1lC 801656 18.40 0.49 0.10
UHW 29 PFOlE 125597 2.88 0.08 0.01
UHW 27 PFOlE 427614 9.82 0.26 0.05
UHW TOT PFOIlE 553211 12.70 0.34 0.07
UHW 10 PFOl1lEb 551626 12.66 0.34 0.07
UHW 23 PFOlEb 65169 1.50 0.04 0.01
UHW 16 PFOlEDb 369796 8.49 0.23 0.04
UHW 24 PFOlEDb 1189850 27.32 0.73 0.14
UHW 20 PFOlEb 161954 3.72 0.10 0.02
UHW TOT PFOlEb 2338395 53.68 1.43 0.28
UHW 18 POWFb 32285 0.74 0.02 0.00"
UHW TOT POWFb 32285 0.74 0.02 0.00

WC - Watershed Code WN - Wetland Number

WT - Wetland Type
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WC WN WT Area Area Percent Percent
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Watershed Watershed
UHW 1 POWFh 63333 1.45 0.04 0.01
UHW TOT POWFh 63333 1.458 0.04 0.01
UHW 3 POWZh 46494 1.07 0.03 0.01
UHW 7 POWZh 62279 1.43 0.04 0.01
UHW 2 POWZh 35567 0.82 0.02 0.00
UHW 28 POWZh 27176 0.62 0.02 0.00
UHW 15 POWZh 43665 1.00 0.03 0.01
UHW 4 POWZh 136233 3.13 0.08 0.02
UHW TOT POWZh 351415 8.07 0.21 0.04
UHW 5 PSS1A 107478 2.47 0.07 0.01
UHW 21 PSS1A 702639 16.13 0.43 0.08
UHW TOT PSS1A 810117 18.60 0.49 0.10
UHW 26 P(FO5/0W)Fb 167269 3.84 0.10 0.02
UHW 11 P(FO5/0W)Fb 82024 1.88 0.05 0.01
UHW 9 P(FO5/0W)Fb 106021 2.43 0.06 0.01
UHW 14 P(FO5/0W)Fb 86463 1.98 0.05 0.01
UHW 12 P(FO5/0OW)Fb 73844 1.70 0.05 0.01
UHW TOT P(FO5/0W)Fb 515621 11.84 0.31 0.06
UHW TOT TOTAL 5.48 1.07

Page 14 of 14
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PORPOSE AND INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the Hunting Creek Watershed wetland
23sessment is to provide Calvert County planners with a rough
~roximation of the extent and location of jurisdiction of
-~idal wetlands, on various properties, within the town
cer .-, This assessment is not intended to replace actual
fie. delineation and surveyed locations. An actual
delinzztion would require the field implementation of the 1987
Corps Manual. This methodology requires that three parameters
be satisfied in order for an area to be classified as a
jurisdictional wetland. The three parameters include the
presence of wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and a dominance,
50% or greater, coverage of hydrophytic vegetation. In making

"this approximation, the three parameter system was applied in

a general form to the various more questionable areas at a
number of locations along stream margins and swale bottoms.
Soils were sampled and compared to the Munsell Color Chart.
Munsell colors of two chroma or 1 chroma with mottles are
considered hydric. Vegetation was identified and placed into
either tree, sapling/shrubs, herbaceous, and woody vine
categories. The three most dominant species in each category
have been recorded on the enclosed data sheets with their
appropriate indicator status. Obvious signs of hydrology were
noted, as well. If all three parameters are deemed to be
present, then the area in gquestion would be considered
wetland. Contiguous wetland areas have been drawn, to the best
of the field evaluator's ability, on a topographic map
corresponding to the portions of land being evaluated. The
properties evaluated were:

Property Owner

County Comm. of Calvert County, P. 549
Board of Education, P. 4

John Wwilliam, Jr., P. 566 and P. 5 -
County Comm. of Calvert County, P. 511 and
Section "A" and "B"

Gott Realty C., Inc., P. 15

Calvert Village LTD Partnership, P. 236

Calvert Association for Retarded Citizens, P. 66

2 copy of the tax map corresponding to the properties is
incivied in Appendix B, along with access consent forms for
properties not owned by Calvert County.



Calvert County Tax Map Number 24, indicating the
properties evaluated, was overlain on a corresponding
topographic map. Property lines are approximation based on
limited information and will likely vary in reality. For the
purposes of the study the lines should be sufficient. The maps
were taken into the field and used to locate position and show

point corresponding to data sheets. Maps and data sheets are
enclosed in Appendix A.

The data sheets document the finding at each location and
reasons for the determination made. Vegetation is broken into
four categories: Trees, sapling/shrub, herbaceous, and woody
vines. Within these categories the three most dominant species
are listed by scientific name. Besides each of the species
identified, the indicator status is listed. The indicator
status is listed in Reed, P.B., Jr. 1988. National List of
Plant Species That Occur In Wetlands: Northeast (Region 1).
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biol. Rep. 88 (26.1). 111 pp.
This publication cites species tolerance to anaerobic soil
conditions found in wetlands. The classification hierarchy is
designed to predict the chance of finding a particular species
in a wetland. Indicator categories cited in the plant list
are:

Indicator Cateqories

Obligate Wetland (OBL). Occur most always (estimated
probability >99%) under natural conditions in wetlands.

Facultative Wetland (FACW). Usually occur in wetlands

(estimated probability 67%-99%), but occa51ona11y found
in non wetlands.

Facultative (FAC). Equally likely to occur in wetlands
or non wetlands (estimated probability 34%-66%).

Facultative Upland (FACU). Usually occur in non wetlands
(estimated probability 67%-99%), but occasionally found
in wetlands (estimated probability 1%-33%).

Obligate Upland (UPL). Occur in wetlands in another
region, but occur almost always (estimated probability
> 99%) under natural conditions in non wetlands in the
region specified. If a species does not occur in wetlands
in any region, it is not listed on the National List.




Under the 1987 Corps Manual (FAC-) or dryer indicators
are not considered to be typically adapted to anaerocbic soil
conditions. Areas need to have 50% or greater dominance of
FAC, FACW, and\or OBL species to be considered wetland.

Soil evaluations were made using a 2 1/2 inech bucket
auger and extracting a sample to 12 inches in depth. The soils
were evaluated for color and mottling, as well as other
indicators of saturation. Color determinations were made by
comparison to the Munsell Color Chart and findings were
recorded on the data sheets. A copy of the county soil map has
been included in Appendix A.

The maps show the overall rough determinations based on
the data gathered in the field. Red areas indicate
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.
Yellow areas depict more guestionable wetland calls. These
areas would knowingly require more £field time and a
jurisdictional determination by the appropriate agencies.

CONCLUSIONS

For the most part, the data sheets and maps conclude the
findings as they were found in the field. It should be noted
that during an actual delineation a mere comprehensive
vegetative analysis would be done, and a greater number of
soil samples are taken when defining the wetland/upland
boundary. This analysis was an overview and much less time was
spent at each location.

The question was raised, prior to the evaluation, as to
the changes in the manuals used to identify and delineate non-
tidal wetlands. The 1989 Federal Manual is no longer being
used by the Army Corps of Engineers. In its place, the 1987
Corps Manual is now being implemented. A 1991 manual is being
reviewed, though its future implementation is unknown at this
time. It was determined that in order to make a general
determination on the site, the differences between manuals was
not a major issue. The evaluation, though, was directed by the
1987 Corps Manual methodology as there needed to be a set of
criterion for making a determination. The inherent
inaccuracies of a hand drawn line is overriding differences
between manuals in most places.

References: National List of Plant Species That Occur In

Wetlands: Northeast (Region l), U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service Biological Report, May 1988
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DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant : Application Project

Name: ( ':ahm: :l: @l:ﬂ:l;: Number: Name: &“3 \ J'gj
State: M D County: Ca |, a,t Legal Description: Township: Range!

Date: Sep !fl’ 1249\ Plot No.: B Sectiou:

Vegetation [llst the threc domlnant species in each vegetatlon layer (5 if

only 1 or 2 layers)]. lndlcate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

indicator Indicator
Species Status Specles Status
Irees llerbs N
1. L-@MAM’“«" S*yramfluq (Fac) 7. Lyoe,oailwm 40,-\Pla.4a-l‘wm (Fhcw-)
2. heer rubrnen (FhAL) 8. 70\7 ;L‘L\wﬂ, aeroshy "L‘Uiaer-s (F-Ak—u.-) .
3. L""° ‘Qﬁ"‘&"" +h\|f: £«f‘\) LFACL*) A
Sapliugs/shrubs Woodx viues

/.,U,\gw,”_\,n ﬂwaal:v"_‘ (upL_) lO,M\-"‘bL\bHQ refems (FALM.>
5. E'»°'\y-v\..,. Q"""'"f—MUxS (Fk) 11. Vids s lﬁbr\ms;g (FA"“—)

6. Tlax or«si\ CI—MU\) 12, Tﬂf‘l’LlO-no&.J s 5“. ng-«c.Cah-\ (F#CM)
%2 of specles that are 0OBL, FAUW, and/or FAC'_&Qz Other indicators:
lydrophytic vegetatlon: Yes o X . Basis: Jot Q\.M:AA4+ .
Soil
Series and phase: S'r E. On hydric soils list? Yes s No & .
Hottled: Yes ; No s¢ . Mottle color: ; Matrix coloer: /o ‘(R i[ﬁl
Gleyed: Yes No K Other indlcators:
~ liydelc soils: Yes No ' ; Basis! ¢ b puns 2 R
Uydrology

inmdated: Yeas 3 Ho X . Depth of standlng water: ﬂii &,, a 52
Saturated solls: Yes ; No_>{ . Depth to saturated soil: M

Other indlcators: 1A~ A w

Wetland hydrology: Yes it No_ X . Basis:n, {., “! ’(,.‘g Ml L‘ .S S

Atypical situation: Yes s No_ X .

Normal Clrcumstances? Yes X No .
Wetland Determination: Wetland. = ; Nonwetland X
Comments:

betermined by: /C. Y.l cé;f—
Ps

B2



DATA FORM |
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ) Application Project
Name? - A Number: Name: Pa,ce] §H4
State: /_\A D County: Calye ,_tLegul Description: Township: Range:
Date: S‘;_p‘, 17.199]1 Plot No.: 4 Sectiou:

/ T

Vegetation [llst the three dominant specles in each vegetation layer (5 if
only 1 or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Indicator
Species Status Specles Status

Trees . llerbs
1. Plalaaws ocecs Qentelis (FAew) 7 Pllea g,. tana (FA"“"’*)
2.Fagus ;.“& Llia (FAcw) B. Cinne merwadlia «cea ( Fhow)
3. L\ﬁ*\ﬁ-a-ﬂlaur J‘I‘yrnu [lk-\ (FAC) 9. .1'«-./; «Fens \c_‘lp._..,,s <FH-‘—“J)
Saplings/shrubs Woody vines

Lindem benzo'n »CFAC—U‘) 10. _Sm-‘lcx r°+~—-&[s.’.1fq' By
;S.C;-'/h'hﬂs care l:af.a.-m_(f‘,‘c_) 1. Toxicodlen &-’Aq ,—aa_;g_a_,., (FACJ
6. Vocimm cory hesuy, (;A.q.;) 12,
% of specles that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:_@'{ Other indicators:cha,nae ‘
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes X No . Buals:_&n&“‘.;p_ .
Soil
Series and phase: P\v On hydric solls listl Yes_X ; No__

7
Hottled: Yes X ; No . Mottle color:loyR\vi/¢ ;3 Matrix color: 4 Y46/} -

Gleyed: Yes > No Other indlcators: pox 2.0 prhiao spherss
llydric soils: Yes x  No i Basis: (30 )8 Dole minactbizag .

liydrology
" Inundated: Yes > 3 No . Depth of standlug water: ﬁ!d:l’: Qe“ a & .
Saturated solls: Yes X ; . Depth to saturated soil: 10 e
Other iml].cators.A ll::: /e Q%g £ ﬁ,, Ao CL fraes N -1V
Wetland hydrology: Yes X ;i No . Baseis: i w e

/.

Atyplcal situation: Yes t No__ x .
Normal Clrcumstances? Yes X No

Wetland Determination: Wetland X s Nonwetland

Comments:

Determined By :
B2

’



DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ) Application Project
Names Co\uy 3 C.o--k;‘ Number: Name: [xrce|] S W &%

State: M D County? €ely, .} Legal Description: Township: Range:

Date: Se, 17 .149) FPlot No.: 2< Section:

Vegetation {1ist the threc domluant specles in each vegetation layer (5 {f

only | or 2 layers)}. 1ndicate species with observed morphological or known
physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indlcator Indicator
Species Status Specles Status
Trees Herbs

L'L;%n.' i}f" bar 64)! 4 &) g" ey (FA(—) 7. CL\\ ”\‘\/"'\‘ l’s - p.tu.\h"‘ﬁ, QMP L>

2.V atanus o“_“ca“%l“ <FAC-‘J) 8. P‘J‘y’*’"b\"“‘"\*"“’f{'ﬂ‘-‘nolgn_g <FA(.LA)
3. FAJV-.\ éra\ag.fg\ ‘a CFA(%L) 9. .

Saplinga/shrubsg Woody vines
hoCornns Flanda, (Frew) 10.
5. Asn-\,qg *,.\ bl\ LFA(’“"") 11.

6. L.‘qﬂ-q,’c bu-z_o'q (FM—) 12.

Z of gpecies that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC: __% Other indicators:
Hydrophytic vegetatiou: Yes __No ~_>__(_ DBasis: TH.; /s oa ﬂfui
pe tea dial "%u[.‘f,,/ Aflmg.\{- andl SL,““‘Z ’-"'ﬁ’"’“‘&

Soil

Series and pliase: S E On hydric ﬁolle l1ist? Yes_ ; No X
Mottled: Yes : No x ., Mottle color: ; Matrix color:10YR 4 /4.
Gleyed: Yes_ _  No__ s Other indlcators: A ... e

llydric solls: Yes No_ > ; Basis:__chmaa ¥ 2

liydrology

Ilnmundated: Yes s No X . Depth of standing water: nohe gd
Saturated solls: Yes t No > . Depth to saturated moil:

Other Indlcators: S, .. arcas rheet 17718 of it orn et
Wetland hydrology: Yes i No X . Da:is: : i

Atypical situation: Yes i No_ X .

Normal Clrcumstances? Yes X No

Wetland Determination: Wetland ; Nonwetland >

Comments: TL)5 area eL\,g\y\ LV““_ - leger looly o haen

aQ&l 1M‘l’l r—-)v#“"ﬂ-f
J Determined by: ﬁ; . ﬁ‘é &

B2




DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ‘ . Application Project
Name: Culver Number: Name: P..c Ky
State: - County: Legal Description: Township: Range:
Date: S. ., (€, 194 Plot No.: 3% Section:

7

Vegetation [llst the three dominant specles in each vegetation layer (5 {f
only 1 or 2 layers)). Indicate species with observed morpliological or kunown

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Indlcgtor

Species Status Specles _Status
Trees lerbs :
l.L'..x....‘@.g.\bv 5+>,/“;[.‘l.,,\ (F,(.c) 7. C—-'f\_—\-\ q.r.*—.,o.',\q‘m (FA-C‘\))
200aas e ca s CFAgu-) 8.7 ly!f-' thvam cers s+|'= L\D"Av)-d.s (pMM’)
. heer cebon (FAe) 9. Arlsaaniq Fripthy lliam (Fdess =)
Sapliugs/shrubs Woody viues
h.Sambucns canafeqsis {FAcw-) 10, SAllax f°+‘\n¢QJﬁ lia '(Fl‘c'_)
Sihgimina  ta) loba (Fiew ) lhonicara japoaiea (FACL)

0. L;RQQ,IG\ b‘.q -0 A (F‘Acu -) 12, Per 'H"""\°c.:\'("" p ﬁ‘*""ﬁ“"’c’o l.'( ([-‘;‘-Lh-)
% of specles that are UBL, FACW, and/or FAC D2 Other indicators:

liydrophytic vegetation: Yes  No _ . Basis: Tl i Pu
pertian o £ 4 seale. Wppgar porlom meore: clexr l)'a L\/‘gﬁ’p hytse,
Soll

Series and phase: S, E On hydric _soils list? Yes__ ;3 No_X.
lMottled: ‘Yes. % ; No . Mottle color: ,. <+ ; Matrlx color:2.5Y¥ /2
Gleyed: Yes No s~r Other indicators: Ay -

’ .
llydric soils: Yes_ X No ; Basis: C ), 4 - L 2 Ny Admd-

llydrology

Inundated: Yes VW ; No »  Depth of standiupg water: Ana .p,_ _-‘,0
 —

" Saturated solls: Yes ¥ : No « Depth to saturated soil: |2 '

Other indficators:

Wetlaud hydrology: Yes_ 24 i No . Basis:

Atyplcal situation: Yes s No_x .

Normal Circumstances? Yes X* No

Wetland Determination: Wetland )( + Nonwetland

€ ts!
Somments "}z* low e /‘\Ql‘l‘ipn -;-K. 551«11, Y zﬁ-am'-ae.hcﬁ- L))/ u-ﬂl“&

= Ve bh"‘oq .',\ 4 .vﬂ_ f(,,;rg_ F‘ﬂ’q_ Aan ba. - '_,QQ ( non ,‘u.f"fAle#/“qa I
d freces. o= I)etermln);d by:14i @L{Q_‘;r'— '
. <)
B2

~



DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ' ' Application Project

Name: Colue ~ -l- Comaty Number: ' Name: P._...{ &4 9
7
State: MDD County:cealya ,L Legal Description: Township: Range:
Date: 5"? 18,1994 1 Plot No.: "{ Section:
1)

Vegetation [list the threc dominant apecies in each vegetation layer (5 if
only | or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Indicator

Species Status Species Status
Trees Herbs .
Lovignidamba, shyraci{ g (FAC) 7. Pilea fontana (FA<)
2. Platanws °""l<9*‘=-d"nl/'5 (FAcw) 8. clnaa ar madliame @ <F‘A°W)
3.U0muns meriCana ( FACK) 9.Boclhmaria r..y)iﬂch.‘c.q (FAcw)
Saplings/shrubs Woody vines .
bolindara banroejq (FAc) 10.Toxicollendron mdicans CFhe)
5. haymrna Frilalea (Flew) Ilbonjacra [afanica (FAS)
6.Carpinne  aacolineana 12. 5wl an retenshi folija (Fae)
% of species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC: >0 2{ Other indicators:
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes _!/_ No . Basis: S—Q,—,; P

Soil

Series and phase:Miyg (0 n“mm d [...,Q_ On hydric soils list? Yes_~ ; No .

Mottled: Yes. ,~ : No . Mottle colorijoyR £/ ; Matrix color:lO YR 4/i .

Gleyed: Yes y~ No Other indicators:

liydric soils: Yes_y~ No____; Basis: Jow clhromo madyin

fydrology Za lece olon G-L\Aﬂﬂq_\

Inundated: Yes v~ -; No . Depth oEstanding water: ,

Saturated soils: Yes  ; No . Depth to saturated soil: .
Other indicators: .
Wetland hydrology: Yes_ »~—; No_ . Basis: ~b.,o ; ' ; ceg,
Atypical situation: Yes__ ; No_ 4~ .

Normal Circumgtances? Yes ,»~ No .

Wetland Determination: Wetland v 3 Nonwetland .

Comments: chanaa| ! Sandy bitbm 40 lo e, 2-37 &\&2—/).

Determined by: #u: 28 7 *LiF—
B2 ~



DATA FORM |
WETLAND DETERMINATION

‘ Application Project

Applicant )
Name: (,,Jusr-" C_a...,.j\ Number: Name: Pr el £ 9
State: jAD County: C""M: ¢ Legal Description: Township: Range:
Date: Sen 15 (59} Plot No.: 4(1 Section:

f 3

Vegetation [list the threc dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 if
only | or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterigk.

- E .S S a e

Indicator Indicator »

T_fﬂ’. lerbs

+ Ligaidambar shyraci flua (Fhe) 7+ 7 les  findean LFAu.)) '
2. 8. T‘n...l/,:'“rds Novebora coqas;s (FAL)
3. 9. Arisacaa +rilsh/llum (Fhew)
Saplings/shrubs Woody vines N /A l
b Carpinns carolin anna (FA’-) 10.
S. Lindlera banzoin (FAC.:..)) .11,
6. Aeer subrnm (Fa<) ' 12. l
% of species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:L@ZOther indicators: .
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes _y No . Basis: Dtrmmin sace '
Soil
Series and phasge: Sa‘sa.gl(qs é "z‘el..,}..gn hydric solls list? Yes____ ; No / '
Mottled: Yes s No . Mottle color: .4t ; Matrix color: 5@ Y57/ .
Gleyed: Yes ”~ No Other indicators: &l e 20N ar '
Hydric soils: Yes 1~ No ’ : Basis: Mil,ix . chhoae < 2.
Hydrology I
Inundated: Yes_ )~ ; No . Depth of standing water: ,~ ¢ /A’ce,frll Mfe.%
Saturated soils: Yes 4~ ; No . Depth to saturated sonMzL l
Other indicators: ! Ja Lo = A v
Wetland hydrology: Yes_ ;i No . Basis: b lsws sicns .
Atypical situation: Yes___ ; No_ . v I
Normal Circumstances? Yes »~ No .
Wetland Determination: Wetland ,/ 3 Nonwetland . '
Comments:

Lkely #e ceselt o spiy sayp. |
Determined by: /’dﬁ &, 2% ﬁ_— -

B2 l




]

DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ’ Application Project _
'Name:cgl,ﬂ :-L ﬁ‘cannl::! Number: Name:&cc.,J 549
State: 4 D County: C. *“.,:{: Legal Description: Township: Range:

bate: Seq, 14,199  Plot No.:__ b Section:
7 7

Vegetati:n [list the threc dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 Lf
only | or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or. known
physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator - ; Indicator
Species Status Species Status

Trees Herbs
I.L-'%k.'cg-a.‘-.]oa’- s{-y'xc} N“ <:~?¢-) 7. T"".(' liv ~ - "7
2. L‘.}-{ofﬂa_qﬂro—, -I-..J;/,.' Fr.,q (Fd»ch) 8. .

3. 9.

Saplings/shrubs o Woody vines

G.Asi.‘.\;qq +.".:.l° ba CFA-‘—‘-*) 10. Eweny mus obovg ‘\‘u.: QUPL)
5.Viburawa  acera Solinm (WpL) 11,

6. Fages 5r--9-‘-i'ghu.n 12,

% of species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:L&_&’. -Other indicators: AJpa e -
Hydfophytic vegetation: Yes _ No 1 Basis:

Soil

Sassafras ".-v(g-

Series and phase: Uestg halia On hydric soils list? Yes ; No .

Mottled: Yes : No '/. Mottle color: ; Matrix coloryp ¥p ;;44(.
Gleyed: Yes No ,~~ Other 1nd1catotsﬁ T
Hydric soils: Yes No 1/;'Basis:

inidated: Yes ; No / Depth of standing water:

saturated soils: Yes ; No v~ . Depth to saturated soil:

Other indicators: [ zn oS- .
Wetland hydrology: Yes : No/ Basis: Mo \ysible ot fo ce .

Atypical situation: Yes s No ,——

Normal Circumstancea? Yes ,~ No .
Wetland Determination: Wetland { Nonwetland r/
Comments: '

Determined by:% Z£7. %6@]4
7 =

B2



AL LN % N D N ANl E—— Y
\ \» Y ( N 4 N '« -
= o - /// £
(

G \\\-\L O A ) /
; N e .\‘ ! r { O /// "//; v _,j/
=\ ) ‘,\\\ =7\ LL,\//\\/\
’ e - N

——~
e

ot

4 ) N o j




RS

LW

T [T,
..k‘. ' ﬂ.’@umf .
y)

(XS Y25
23

1A, <\

P

o L€
1573

o

WV\M.
. Imt

fp et

T

2oL
w,."..: N\




( . COUNTY CONM.OF CALYEAT COUNTY ;
s19/000 : 3
198.04a, /7

. ' R L 8- rm

CHANLAL wrREA
ASKROY/ 130
M8 A

-

"

\

Y 4 QOWEN
ast BW/313

IDO.CGI /
|

\—‘F; IS ‘\
- L etisean .

:% ~J

y. > ' 1

A\
o 3 .'“ ; CaveRt ] q
CTAL v g A
we wyjnme ¢ - N ihas = y E
R \ Kl ~~7% ,z-?_ E )

SLECTYRIL .
P“‘ X A COPERATIVE mat. [plras o

ALORES C.TOUNG
AN 326

. ;. /)
38 920 . J | R {
L0.8 _ . L
anzasi/nIe P 7
58.604A. l.‘ \iz :‘i | : y
LR T F LN >'l"
— * !
h e — ' \
—— mm_.. ’m rn.u .
SOTTTIN & TTwerr .1 k
o fory
-~ .' o

= i TSN \ ga ) .‘ ﬁ \ ot s
\ - e 7 '6 ) /‘Il s YXIYS
gy . B el T

[}
fm
ar GOTY D :::A
e Ll
) o~ }
Ldad ‘ Counvy ) Soe :
COsnIstrOvans x - \
N .' CALVEAT CO. - .\
- a8 2a/SBF \ . y ' # sannay
4.:}:'. :t! | ! ! B ) Lt 2 f s Ay N
. . = i :
N\ . . . < A%

nu:o.:un-:)\
AL Jazsery) |
1308 l / \\

“’-‘m
! oy

ROQERT &,
+~1 €oco
,.,.‘ a1/
ABFRYY/SOR
amvas




DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ’ - Application Project
Name:¢ . duw, d ] Number: Name: H:.fs Seliow )

7

7]
State: County: Legal Description: Township: Range:

Date: Sop 227, /39 ) Plot No,: 7 Section:

Vegetation (list the three dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 if
only 1 or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator . Indicator

Species Status Species Status
Trees Herbs :
L. Pledanc « occido o], s (rdcw) 7. Boebimea i oo wlsien (Frctl)
Z.L;a_;.t’c.‘-..mr,. -J’.\,f..(.-’;'l;. < CFA <) 8. C/;,.l... A e @ UL Ac)
3. Se b x n}(},q L’r,\‘KL.J) 9. )3,'|e_t\ L‘Qq J-ar)zx CF’AC.&-«J)
Saplings/shrpubs Woody vines
4. C""f,i—s W carolina PRPPE (F’ALW) 10. koniecra jofwnica Crd ".>
Selyvalde e ba-r:-;-_l).'n (ﬁ/lcu)) o Tax code aitron """u".°°73 <‘T/3‘Q>
6. 12.Pcrtheno e icauns guinsue oha (FAc)
% of species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:_&_O_Z« Other indicators: .
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes __C_ No ____+ Basis: AL ‘A e AL .

Soil

Series and phase: L Jj,, U ¢ ls: , On hydric soils list? Yes 3 No_ o7
Mottled: Yes = ; No . Mottle COlOl‘:I@zKltéu’ ; Matrix color:2 5'35{4:2.

Gleyed: Yes No }~ Other indicators: : .

Wydric soils: Yes 4 No s Basistch, e & e /[‘ ,.,..,-/-//C F .

llydrology

Inundated: Yes_ s No . Depﬂl of standing water:

Saturated soils: Yes ,— ; No . Depth to saturated soil:

Other indicators: [[...; . e e e

Wetland hydrology: Yes ', —7 No . Basis:

Atypical situation: Yes 3 No o~ .

Normal Circumstances? Yes ,— No .

Wetland Determination: Wetland S ; Nonwetland

————Comme“tS: 5,0";;7 Sd'cﬁ “"‘gl— T\-r«pagc_ L.J‘lf-’ ‘(’/GQJ,'A‘ '.\ C'L“"\ﬁgl.
Determined by: ~-. & " ca Y

v

B2



DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant : Application Project

Name:( h! ‘ Con !', Number: Name:ﬂ',gL S‘Egnf
State: IAD  County:(_, lu.. 4 Legal Description: Township: v Range:

Date:S¢p, 272, 1949) Plot No.: 3 Section:

Vegetation [list the threc dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 if

only | or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Indicator

Species Status Species Status
Trees Herbs -
1. Pledanu ¢ ocedundaliz (rAcer) 1. Cumnn ropadiccioa (FA D
N S LRI R T w ) 8. L.a‘oc; L env Sasly (;'—’A:'“)l"
T I P A (;A(,) 9. iFmelic viye (').(;4.‘\/..:.:. wl A
Saplings/shrubs Woody vines L
b, Carpiacg enralingcmn LFAe) 10, 7o v _..,_:,.,.,U",‘,,, i e <)
S.tinloam benncin (Fdcw) H.lsmicem j2p0a1ce (FhAe-)
6. 12, , " LSS 5= 'Aj-,lui.-/f

Z of specles that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC::’’°. oOther indicators:
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes .-° No . Basis: ' . ey

Soil

Series and phase: M . .l o] ).. ¢ On hydric soils 1ist? Yes_,~ ; No .
Mottled: Yes ~; No . Mottle color: ; Matrix color: J7/- ¢ .’5 .

Gleyed: Yes No Other indicators: :“'. ! ., .._  'cec o <o Yfo ey
iydric soils: Yes . .~ No : Basis: _ < "
Hydrology

[nundated: Yes ,/-; No . Depth of standing water: —,1—- <., -P,, . Qo

Saturated soils: Yes .3 No . Depth to saturated soil: <. - ,.P-.c.{

Other indicators: .
Wetland hydrology: Yes ,—71 No . Basis:i L . <c s S
Atypical situation: Yes  ; No___»/_a ~

Normal Circumstances? Yes »~ No .

Wetland Determination: Wetland el s Nonwetland

Comments: 7—4" s

areq e Nar'vall lg/\; sy ; 0 Ry Y

Determined by: < . .22 ~73 e
. =
B2
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DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant : Application Project

Name: Colva f Cavn .L, Number: Name:

State:_ JA D Luunty C |ise-t Legal Description: Township: Range:
Date: Plot No.: l/ Section:

Vegetation {list the thirec dominant specles {n each vegetation layer (5 Lf
only 1 or 2 layers)]. Indlcate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Indlcgtot
Species Status Species Status
Trees llerbs .
Aga._ e (}—/{C) 7. Q‘muqd_.q &..'lﬂ’\ﬂamufl‘,-‘ (_'/{C.uJ)
2. Lm)‘-\. Vv her ‘J""" ”" Cﬁ"'—) 8. ﬂOLL\"‘\Lfrr\ r—-//:n&l‘-mgc \/CAC-“’J)
3.Mpean yluatica (7 dc) 9. Dnoele 57_,,‘,4 [ s ( FAcC)
Sapliugs/shrubs Hoody vines

lu.s'i»a»/""n-c coraliag 'i“-\(’r",/“c:)..lo.Léq:'atrrr /'.e/’d—w',;/:'»t Cf:_/4< .)
5.Vace 1 caf)frw[faf~m(/-"'1:‘cufil- Sl ax f"‘hw%.' ‘-—o/;'g (F/4C)

6. Rowa pele dioie (o) 12,

%Z of specles that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:_,i{.if-.‘ Other indicators:
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes __/fio .+ DBasis: A e RN

Soil

Series and phase: ° - .. i‘.u On hydric soils list? Yes__: No_ 0~
Mottled: Yes r~ ; No . Mottle color: , . s | Matrix color: & "/
Gleyed: Yes No « " Other indicators: .
lydcle soils: Yes ,—"No s Basis: £'el. . b inna < 2 el mc-'H’l 6y
HWydrology

Inundated: Yes '/'i No . Depth of standing water:

Saturated solls: Yes .~ ; No . Depth to saturated soil: ,rvo. ., .
Other indicators: lf", L.—, " e ,QA ‘—mg,.'( - .
Wetlaud hydrology: Yes ~7 No . Basig: -~ holiw o~ a s

Atypical situation: Yes_ ; No e -

Normal Circumstances?- Yes - No .

Wetland Determinacion: Wetland ) 3 Nonwetland .

____Commeut_s: Cavrries (] row "Do (YL} J‘t - rd..'t 3 L<:_C‘ e “y Hu ‘” s

Swr -P«..a fmnno Lf

e .
Determined by: T U ) '(MJL
W

B2



DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ) ' Application Project

Mame:Calper b Coomndy Number:_ Name:H 5l <. |
7

’ <
State:__ Jr i) County: !V.J_,-l Legal Description: Township: Range:
bate:q@ /22 /4 ) Plot No.: %) Section:
7 7

Vegetation [list the three dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 if
only | or 2 layers)]. lIndicate specles wlth observed morphologleal or known

physiological adaptations wlith an asterisk.

Indlcator , Indlcqtor

Species Status Species Status
Trees Nerbs .
L. Acer subivy (Fhc ) 7.TL\_-¢.I?///+zr.‘s nove Xiuracans s (FA‘-)
Z.M)/ss< <,vlv¢+fr_<. (rre)d g. Pilex .ﬁ,,‘l'a4¢\~QF";ﬁ:¢1/)
3. _ : 9-L)r-‘--'a)'1v< u"’&"n/""‘."—hs (OBL)
Saplings/shrubs _ Woody vineg
h.larpinnsg caroliniaqg (ruc) 10. il n fW'LMﬂ&‘."ﬁ"!'."‘ ( FAc)
5.0 ndlers benzoi, LFAc_w) H.Loaice,a japonica (FAc-)
6. Asiming {-riloloc\ (rAc.ul\,) 12.
% of speclies that are 0Bl, FACW, aud/or FAC: . Other indicators:
liydrophytic vegetatlon: Yes — No . Basls:
Soil
Serles and phase: T‘J,.d.,z,,a On hydric soils list? Yes___  ; NO_K.

Mottled: Yes_, -~ Né . Mottle color: ,._,i s Matrix color::.a‘[r{: .

Gleyed: Yes No +~ Other fndlcators:

lydric soils: Yes , .~ No 3 Bnnie:,L{,\/,,', e lrome S 2 0t ,-—\:'H/Gf-
Hydrology

foundated: Yes ;/; Hey « Depth of standiug water:! j’[;_,,,,,;

Saturated soils: Yes '3 No . Depth to saturated sull:u.:.\, [
Other lndlcators:

Wetland hydrology: Yes -7 No . Dasis:

Atypical situation: Yes_ ; No_ ,—7

Hormal Clrcumstances? Yes ,~ No .

Wetland Petermination: Wetland [l ; Nonwetland

Comments:

Determined by: an % ,’//’(&f
B2 =




DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant : - Application Project
Hame:, lvo | Co ol Number:. Name: {i b Suliey]
State: A D Colm/ty: Calue- j Legal Description: Township: v Range:
vate: 3/29/ 34 Plot No.: 6 Sectlon:

Vegetatlon {1fst the threc domlnaut specles in each vegetation layer (5 i€
only | or 2 layers)]. Indicate specles with obaerved morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Lindlcntor Indicator
Species Status Specles Status
Trees Hlerbs .

Llise  Cambe, e lha{Fae) 7.Thely nte,iy nopakaracendis CFAC)
Z.U.Ir\ug x‘-\-or-.r_'.-\,,a [;.,M.u) 8. '
J-P,’**f—\wx ou.'..n._'al\!,n""n‘.'g (I’»TA(J«J) 9.

Saplings/shrubs Woody vines

hoCurpinee caroliarana LF’A&‘-‘J}' 10 Toice Seadron caddicans CF"AC)
5. Il bonicare [gpoqica (FAC-)

6. ‘ 12. Rubu« L,;s/y;a).*; ( rac)

Z of specles that are UBL, FALW, aud/or FAC:Q.Q’_/_,’ Other indicators:
llydrophytic vegetatiou: Yes s~ No . Dasis:

-S—QH'- 5«51:/"1@5 &

Seties and -phase: ¢4 ¢4 5 kelic Ou hydric soils list? Yes___ ; No .
Mottled: Yes 47 No ’ . Mottle colot: pyg /2 ; Matrix color:/h 7% Zﬁ
Gleyed: Yes No Other indicators:

lydele sotlst Yes ¢~ No ; Bnais:

Hydrology

Inundated: Yea__é; Mo . Depth of standlng wntur:j")/ﬂ_,;_“

Saturated sofls: Yes ,—"; No . Depth to saturated Rull:V PR YN

Other Iindlicators: ‘
Wetland hydrology: Yes ,/i—No . Basgis:
Atyplcal slituation: Yes 3 No  —

Normal Circumstances? Yes ,— No .

Wetland Determinatlion: Wetland v 1 Nonwetland

Comments:

Determined by!ﬂ,.":.: 2D S
J
B2
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DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant ' Application Project Parcal 8766
Name:Co e | Coy ,%.‘ Number: Name:W\'I]"em, Eﬂ n
State: M D County: c‘,]“‘ d Legal Description: Township: Range:

Date:_Sep 27,1991 Plot No.: } Sectiom:

Vegetation [1ist the threc dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 if
only | or 2 layers)]T Indicate species with observed morphologlcal or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Ind:lcgr.or

Species Statug ) Species Status
Irees Herbs :
| Y ;o&e,, &rcn 4“‘1’/’ /" o (FA-CK)L A\\Ai\am Can AcQA.qsﬁ (FAC—U\)
2. CLoryan Jomeundoga (Wpl) 8. '
3. 9.
Saplings/shrubs Woody vines »
4,Corprang caroliniang (FAc) 10. Lonicera ,apenica (FA<-)
5.Cornns  Floridla (FACW) 11.Per thenocissus g‘»\-'agu»a‘l/q (FACW)

6.Vi0wranm a—wifoliv\ﬁ (upL) 12. Ait chella repan g (FACWK)
%2 of species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:&OA Other indicators:} 2a:z£ .

Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes Mo _[ Basis: : .
foll Sc:sa.pras «adl '/
Series and phase: \\a¢| Pba La On hydric soils list? Yes _ ; No .
Mottled: Yes. i No .~ . Mottle color: ; Matrix color:/OYR ‘—Mé
Gleyed: Yes No ,—"0Other indicators: |J), ., o
Hydric soils:  Yes__ _ No_,~; Basis: Chmma velie S 2
Hydrology
Inundated: Yes ;s No ./ Depth of standing water:
Saturated soils: Yes ; No .~ Depth to saturated soil:
ther indicators: f\L, aAa .
Wetland hydrology: Yes s No’ / Basis:
Atypical situation: Yes___ ; No_ .
Normal Circumstances?! Yes ,~~ No .
Wetland Determination: Wetland 3 Nonwetland r/ .
Comments:
Determined by: /\./r; it ’”‘A ‘Z\\
B2 l



DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant -  Application Project Farcad w44
Name: Calvert Cown ;:: Number: Name: W' ll; (7

State: M]Z County: Cu lye -4 Legal Description: Township: Range:

Date: Sep, 27 1991 Plot No.: 2 Section: Alcave. Qo n&_

Vegetation (list the three dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 if

2

only 1 or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Indicator
Species Status Species Status

Trees Herbs . _

L Platunws occi@eatalis (Facw) 7, Cinan arwalliie ces (FASW)
2. FraXinuws ?q.m:ylwm ‘o (FAQU) 8. Pa\y;?onum sm;dl—l-eru;q (O BL.)
3. Taxodliwm dystichuay (0BL) 9.2»\,0«4-'-0_4 s coapens;s (Fhew)

Saplings/shrubs - Woody vines

4. AVaus serrv\eke Co i )i 10.

5. Luindlara baaroin (FaLw2) 1.

6. 12.

% of species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:jopZ, Other indicators: "

Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes " No . Basis:

Soil
Series and phase: ' On hydric soils list? Yes_ i No___ .
Mottled: Yes. 3 Nd . Mottle color: : Matrix color: .
Gleyed: Yes No Other indicators: .
Hydric solls: Yes No s Basis:

. Hydrology .
Inundated: Yes ﬂ No « Depth of standing water:__« o Qggs .
Saturated soils: Yes ;/;No . Depth to saturated soil: .
Other indicators: .
Wetland hydrology: Yes % . Basis: oby roe Py S
Atypical situation: Yes___ ; No_r~ . v
Normal Circumstances? Yes /I;o .
Wetland Determination: Wetland / : Nouwetland .

Comments: 3&\:9—- g,)«l) ressS 18 a 5(9.5-3 ) AQ-Q sfe_c'u\__l

State wa<ern, .
‘ Determined by:/ﬂa.q W. %cf—.———

B2

i
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DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant . . Application Project Parea J66
Name: Ca ugcf Conn :{;M Number: Name: (Jillia a0 Prep,
State: N\ [ County:Cali .+ Legal Description: Township: Range:

Date: Plot No.: 3 Section: Below;, Po Q&

Vegetation (11st the threc dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 if
only 1 or 2 layers)). Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator Indicator
Species Status Species Status
1.Plateans occ’destulis (FA‘-HJ) 7. .30"."’\ mara a/l ;‘,,a,; e (FK—CW)
2. Wlmuws americana ( FALW) S-I"“P‘\‘“G 25 “afenss (FAQ‘-'J)
3. Ligwideamba, sy cee flaa (FAC) 9-
Saplings/shrubs Woody vines

4. Abaus serrwlads Logl) 10. N/A
s.indlera beamoing (FAcuw) 11,

G.Aa-.-‘-/' mbru.‘.‘ (FA.‘) 12,

% of gpecies that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:{OO:% Other indicators:
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes v"" No . Basis:

Soil

Series and phase:! M'. x!& = “Inl!fﬁ! On hydric soils list? Yes b/;-No .
Mottled: Yes v~ ; No . Mottle color:_n.¢ 4 ; Matrix color:g sﬁlg .

Gleyed: Yes No i~ Other indicators: .
liydric soils: Yes Vo ; Basis: _c hropmc wnlne < 2 (!!.l:ib adﬂes-
Hydrology

Inundated: Yes b/;Nu . Depth of standing water: .
Saturated soils: Yes L~ No . Depth to saturated soil:

Other indicators: .
Wetland hydrology: Yes 7 No . Basis: O)L\h\a\‘ ¢ Cient

Atypical situation: Yes__ ; No_ . Q

Normal Circumstances? Yes ,~~ No- .

Wetland Determination: Wetland / : Nonwetland .
Comments:

Determined by: 'é’ o~ QC?{;
B2 ’
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DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant 4' . Application Project L«—mﬁs Seuw th
Name: L+ Number: Name: ol Reﬂn Dol

State:_ M)  County: ., [ve -t Legal Deascription: Township: Range:
Date: q /29 /4 Plot No.:_ i Section:
e -

€

Vegetation [list the threc dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 1if
only | or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk. Vs etton 4-9.7'54.(,@,,4- H elana |

Indicator Indicator
Species Status ' Species Status
Trees Herbs .
L. Fm(jus 3:&«9\: foln‘a (Fhenm) 7-‘”"‘()/;7"‘0-"'5 nave.lwra.su s (FM)

2. tiriodandren talip 1 fara (Fhaw) B. Polystichuna acress feloide g (FAG'“}
3. L.dmc‘la.bn siymdf(... <F4‘> 9. o

Saplings/shrubs- Woody vines

4.Cornwns ﬁlc,;k CF‘(QM) 10. 5. lax fa'\‘-wto_!p-l-'{ (FA"-)
5.T)au o paca (Fhci). 11, Motabla(le rapeas (F/‘Q“’)
6. c‘.-.;f-n-u m\ro‘ qntv\g (ch) 12. '

1 of species. that are UBL, FACW, and/or FAC: 232, Other indicators:
Hydrophytic vegetation: Yes _ No __C Basis:

Soil US-JM prl} q-\.al

Series and phaae' w, iiP]“ [1a On hydric soils list? . Yes 3 No_~.

]

Mottled: Yes / No . Mottle color:jpyR 4 /¢ ; Matrix color:g,gvy/q.

Gleyed: Yes__ ~ No_s—— Other {ndicators: Nene .

liydcic solls: "'Yea' -~ No /‘; Basis: M d,ix ehioma D 2 .

llydrology ./-\.'l-.gﬂ_, +v basa Q‘P c—Lllaac.l

Inundated: Yes_/ . Depth of standing water: gZ'h!‘gl pontbe r .
Saturated soils:. ?_ee { No .

H . Depth to saturated soil:

Other indicators:

Wetland hydrology: Yes_,~"; No_ . Basis:

Atypical situation: Yes_ __ ; No__,—v

Normal Circumstances? Yes_ .~ No . »
Wetland Determli;l.a’ltion: Wetland + Nonwetland /

Comments: TH;: ;woulL be cosvidar el jurisddic honal uvumders of tha Ui 3.
-}houdh Aet q.“' wt-“a—;ﬂ i1 anast 2 laces,

Determined hy'%“ 4‘?%'/%
B2




DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant : ' Application Project Lards soatln
Name: ¢ .1, :l: Comaly, Number: Name: o : e

State:___MA\D) County Colyer J Legal Description: Township:___ Range:
Date: ~ Plot No.:_ 2 Section:

Vegetation {list the threc dominant species in each vegetatlon layer (5 1if
only 1 or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with an asterisk.

Indicator . Indicator

Species Status Species Status
Trees llerbs ;
1. Aear rabrwm (FAS) 7. Clana arwablinccaa (FAL«-))
2, L.b&“g-“"‘b‘\' S ¥y raci “"‘" (‘FM) 8. Arc.‘&l-m& +II y////un-' (FA-C_UJ)
J.thimus cmericanq (FAew) 9. Boehimarra cplindrca (Fhew)
Saplings/shrubs Woody vines
4L nflara beasoia LFA&U) 10. Sailax f°+‘-ﬂ£o‘-pc)'o'ﬂ <FA°)

5. c""{".‘\l-xib C%fc't:hllﬂ-\q (F‘CW) 11.To “"C—‘L“-ﬂﬂ/g-\ f‘&‘c_ql" CF“¢>- .

6. vﬁb“" R cof)rmboiu-w (FAc ) 12. C"‘""‘/’s'.“ radlicaas (F“'Q)
% of specles that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC:4o 0. Other indicators: .

Hydrophytic vegetation. Yes " No . DBasis: :] smicace @ .

Soil g“‘* Loas anl
Series and phaae.ue,;-\-a be|ic, On hydric soils 1ist? Yes___ ;i No ~ .
Mottled: Yes. / . Hottle color:pyg ia Matrix color'gﬂvl RY/2.
' Gleyed: Yes - ) No". y—"0Other indicators: PRY ST .
— g )
Hydric solla: Yes .~ No s Basis: .
llydrology
‘Inundated: Yes .- s No / UDepth of standing water: .

Saturated soils.i' Xgé_,/; No . Depth to saturated soil: é

Other indicators :

Wetland hydrology. " Yes -~ No’ . Basis: C.
Atypical situation: Yes_ ; No__,— '

Normal Cltcumstanceé? Yes .~ No .

Wetland Determination: Wetland ;/ s Nonwetland .

Comments: 7—1,.

ases > r-.r-a-'\nc} greatr LLu rcchs La 1"‘-'
ﬂ»ﬂ'-\lﬁl./’. ’4‘!&

Determined by: é ol A ﬂ,gé:

B2
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DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant : ’ . Application Project Lealls + He
Name: C.a\var Number: Name: South of Rafdip Ro&
State: 2 County!&c |va,+ Legal Description: Township: Range:
Date: 9 /29 /a / Plot No.: 2 Section:

7 [ 4

Vegetation [list the three dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 Lf
only 1 or 2 layers)}. Indicate species with observed morphological or known

physiological adaptations with aan asterisk.

Indicator | Indicator
Species Status Species Status
l.Fo.‘yus 5"—Q‘ﬂ'};‘ (F‘(‘W) 7. Po\’y stiehum Mro:+[blﬂolg—£} (F““*),
.Auaremy alba (FAQ.\A.) 8. o
J.L.».oiuﬂmq h.l,oof.r\ LFA:.U.) 9.
Saplings/shrubs- ' Woody vines

4. 'A\L\"LLM\. ,xl'br.‘ssoa (UPL) 10. Leaicara /qfo"'c"\ (A=)
5.Vlburann prua |1co IV w (FA(—M) I1.
6. Tlan opaca tC\'="r¢—w~) 12.

% of _apecies that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC::b'/e. Other indicators:

liydrophytic veg'é-t'a_tion: Yes No / Basis:

Soil

Series and pllés.éf On hydric soils list? Yes_ _ ; No_é.
Mottled: Yes “~ ; No ,~~. Mottle color: ; Matrix color:/o y RS/ .
Gleyed: Yes _ 'No__ ,~—TUther indicators: {Js 4¢__ .
Hiydric soils: : Yes ~ No »— ; Basis: A b iy > Clvnna 2 .
Hydrology RRaE

Inundated: Yes- ST ‘;..: No/ Dapth of standing water:

Saturated soL]..s_r-{,' -_'Ye‘s $ No " Depth to saturated soil:

Other indicatdféz

Wetland hydrology: Yes s No

K4 [ A i
Atypical situation: Yes_ ; No_, .
Normal Clrcumaﬁnces? Yes .~ No l . ,
~ Wetland Determination: Wetland ; Nonwetland /
Comments: T7hiq. .s a clova “‘( 2 i J..'u'“-...\l waters G‘F . “

sﬂcL skou-l& bq, ;-..u,u.ug_,’\ on fﬁpcrr' ’Jl—[<1"-f,v aJl.qo:gJ.
Determined by: 7474 —y[ -4 %’

B2




DATA FORM 1
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Applicant Co : . ‘ Application Project L"*"&é 5"‘“" l
Name:Calyo ci Coann J;g Number: Name: o' R=Z ;o R“‘&
State: MDD - "“C_onntyzgel,'“,i Legal Description: Township:  Range: I

Date: @ /29 /Q.} S Plot No.: o Section:

Vegetation [115{: .tl_xe. threc dominant species in each vegetation layer (5 {f
only 1 or 2 layers)]. Indicate species with observed morphological or known oy

physiological adapﬁations with an asterisk.

. Indicator Indicator
Species .  _Status Species Status
Trees llerbs
l. Neae ) 7. P"')’go’“‘-"" S‘gI‘H’O.{-\-\ (oBL)
2, . 8. cinag areadlin. acea (7:,&9,‘))

3. . .
Saplings/ehrubs HNoody—wimms

4. L\%W"‘"-"‘b“’ ‘JY"‘-'--'P’“< (rAe) 10.Mikana scandens (Fhew)
5. Platanuns oecidledalis (Facw) 11

6. o 12, : l

9. rﬂfa+;cn$ c.c-/’“"5 CF“U”’>

% of apeciee that are OBL, FACHW, and/or FAC'LQ_QA Other indicators:
Rydrophytic vegeta:ion' Yes ,~~ No . Basis:

Soil ] .

Series and phase.gc‘,g.- 2 le . On hydric soils list? Yes ; No_ .

Mottl.gd: Yes.f' | . Mottle col.or' ; Matrix color: 3/, ,‘L -,

Gleyed:- Yes - o Other indicators: M, .l

llydeic soils"-hf' s 3 Basis:

liydrology = s i ’ v ) :

Inundated: Ye;-‘ /; No . Depth of standing water:S., fuca .

Saturated soi.}:ﬁ_ ":,'Y'qs 3 No » Depth to saturated soil: .
5 quJ; No . Basis:Permaacat sadiiatlea -
o i’éa__; No v . ' o

Normal Circumstancves?” Yes , No . '

Wetland Deterﬁinati_on. Wetland /; Nonwetland

Commentsg:

Determined by: /;‘{: M ﬂcﬂ/
/

B2
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CONSENT FORM FOR ACCESS

I/we give my/our consent to allow access of the Calvert County
Department of Planning and Zoning's environmental consultant onto
our property identified below for the purpose of conducting a gross
wetland delineation. I/we understand that vegetation will not be

cut or flagging left on the site and that all work will be
completed by the end of September,

i[! ‘Z/ 4

Date

Vs

Property owner or Aént's Signature

Date Co-owner's signature

PROPERTY OWNERS NAME AND ADDRESS:

Calvert Association for Retarted Citizens
355 W. Dares Beach Road
Prince Frederick, MD 20678

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: TAX MAP NO. 24 PARCEL NO.66

Fold this form into thirds, staple or tape secure and return to

Planning & Zoning (postage provided). If consent is denied, please
return blank form without signatures.



CONSENT FORM FOR ACCESS

I/we give my/our consent to allow access of the Calvert County
Department of Planning and Zoning's environmental consultant onto
our property identified below for the purpose of conducting a gross
wetland delineation. I/we understand that vegetation will not be
cut or flagging left on the site and that all work will be
completed by the end of September, 1991.

| Tl S
G_ % ;ﬁi%f%\

Date C/Property Owner or Agent's Signature

Date Co-owner's signature

PROPERTY OWNERS NAME AND ADDRESS:
The Gott Company

Rte 2/4
Prince Frederick, MD 20678

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: TAX MAP NO. 24 PARCEL NO.14 & 15

T-:1 +*his form into thirds, staple or tape secure and return to

Planning & Zoning (postage provided). If consent is denied, please
return blank form without signatures.



CONSENT FORM FOR ACCESS

I/we give my/our consent to allow access of the Calvert County
Department of Planning and Zoning's environmental consultant onto
our property identified below for the purpose of conducting a gross
wetland delineation. I/we understand that vegetation will not be

cut or flagging left on the site and that all work will be
completed by the end of September, 1991.

P2
Aot 13195 2 ////-ZZZZ %Z

" // Date Property Owner or Agentys Signature

Date Co-owner's signature

PROPERTY OWNERS NAME AND ADDRESS:
Mr. John Williams, Jr.

2715 Hollowing Point Rd.
Prince Frederick, MD 20678

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: TAX MAP NO. _24 PARCEL NO. _566 & 5




g s SR SR
g

CONSENT FORM FOR ACCESS

I/we give my/our consent to allow access of the Calvert County
Department of Planning and Zoning's environmental consultant onto

our property identified below for the purpose of conducting a gross
- wetland delineation. I/we understand that vegetation will not be

cut or flagging left on the site and that all work will be
completed by the end of September, 1991.

/m T Yol fleeny

. \/ l. //u. (-\-gwuu»:r&" (- q;.«'—'l_u.-,‘l
C & - .
7—'/ /‘ // —}‘)/? vaqz(/yul ;\.,/¢N7_
Date Property’Owner or Agent's Signature
Date Co-owner's signature

PROPERTY OWNERS NAME AND ADDRESS:
Calvert Village LTD Partnership

5550 Friendship Blvd
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: TAX MAP NO. 24 PARCEL NO.236

Fold this form into thirds, staple or tape secure and return to
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PHASE II PLANNING GRANT
CALVERT COUNTY

I. PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of this project is to establish a nonpoint source
nutrient management strategy for Calvert County. This strategy
will be specific to the needs of Calvert County and be consistent
with Calvert County's Comprehensive Plan. In addition, the
strategy will be consistent with the Final Guidance Document
produced by planning efforts of Phase II of the Patuxent Estuary
Demonstration Project. The nutrient reduction goals of the
“Maryland s Tributary Strategies" program will also be considered
in the preparation of this strategy.

Calvert County will also proceed to amend its Comprehensive Plan
as required by the State of Maryland Economic Growth, Resources
Protection, and Planning Act of 1992 including sensitive area
protection components. Compliance with this act will assure
reduced impacts cf nutrient pollution on the waters and wetlands
of Calvert County.

II. WORK APPROACH

The approach will be to identify the most effective ways to
manage nonpoint source nutrient pollution in Calvert County and
then to implement these management strategies as far as
politically and economically feasible. Stream monitoring will be
used to identify problem areas and to establish or continue
baseline water quality data.

A. IDENTIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

The results from the States modeling and assessment analyses of
the Patuxent Estuary and from a detailed assessment analysis of a
target watershed for Calvert County (i.e. Hunting Creek), will be
used to identify the most efficient and effective management
strategies for controlling nonpoint source nutrient pollution in
Calvert County. The County will work in conjunction with the
Maryland Office of Planning to evaluate the nutrient run-off .
characteristics in the Hunting Creek watershed using the State's
Nonpoint Source Assessment and Accounting System (AAS).

Calvert County will provide MOP with many of the environmental
feature maps, and zoning maps of the Hunting Creek watershed for
them to use in their GIS system and with their AAS. Calvert
County is proposing to purchasing a GIS system and will work with

1
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MOP to achieve a technology transfer of their mapping and
analysis capabilities.

During Phase I of the Patuxent Estuary Demonstration Project,
Calvert County adopted (January 1, 1993) a number of growth
management measures. These measures include mandatory
clustering, overlay zoning of Resource Preservation Areas and
Farm Community Areas and amendments to our Agrlculture
Preservation Program.

The AAS analysis on Hunting Creek will investigate nutrient
loading based on conditions before the adoption of these growth
management measures, after the adoption of these measures, and
then with these measures and additional sensitive area
components. These sensitive area components would include such
approaches as increasing the extent of buffers, impervious
surface limitations, mapping and protecting rare, threatened and
endangered species habitat, etc. The results of these analyses
will indicate how effective our growth management program might
be at reducing nutrient loading from future development and which
additional sensitive area elements should be considered. 1If the
results are favorable, then our growth management program could
be used as an example for other rural jurisdictions.

Stream monitoring will continue in Calvert County. The County
will support the Chesapeake Biological Laboratory's Solomons
Harbor Study, 1993. In addition, stream monitoring on Hunting
Creek and Hall's creek will continue and a volunteer monitoring
program will be initiated in these watersheds.

B. IMPLEMENTATION

Having identified the most efficient and effective methods of
nonpoint source nutrient management using the analyses discussed
above, the citizens of Calvert County and the Calvert County
Government will begin to plan the implementation of the County's
nonpoint source nutrient management strategy. Several planning
approaches will be used.

1. PATUXENT ESTUARY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT PLANNING

Calvert County Staff will continue to serve on the Patuxent
Estuary Demonstration Project "Planning Committee".
Participation in the committee will include working on the
refinement of the "Patuxent Estuary Demonstration Project
Guidance Document".
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2. CALVERT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

During the grant period, the Calvert County Comprehensive Plan
will be amended to be consistent with the State of Maryland's
Economic Growth, Resources Protection, and Planning Act of 1992
including sensitive area protection components. Compliance with
this act will assure reduced impacts of nutrient pollution on the
waters and wetlands of Calvert County. Watershed management
planning will also added to the Comprehensive Plan as a useful
environmental planning tool.

3. CALVERT COUNTY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLANNING

Calvert County is in the process of developing (with support from
the Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program) draft watershed
management plans for two of its watersheds, Hunting Creek
(tributary of the Patuxent River; draft completion, March 31,
1993) and Parker Creek (tributary to the Chesapeake Bay; draft
completion, September 30, 1993). These two creeks make up the
entire watershed for the Major Town Center of Prince Frederick,
the Calvert County Seat.

A proposal has been submitted to the Maryland Coastal Zone
Management program to compile the two plans into a single Prince
Frederick Watershed Management Plan with Parker Creek and Hunting
Creek components and to continue the watershed planning efforts
on Parker Creek (see Attachment "A"). The goals of this plan
will be to protect and preserve the environments of these
watersheds, allow economic development and controlled growth and
address the watershed concerns and issues raised by Calvert
County citizens. -

It is proposed as part of this grant to continue the watershed
planning efforts on Hunting Creek. Calvert County will work with
MOP and the Hunting Creek Watershed Management Task Force
(established in the Fall of 1992) to determine the most prudent
and effective methods of solving the problems identified by the
MOP evaluation discussed in II.A above and in achieving the goals
of the Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plan. These measures
will become part of the Prince Frederick Watershed Management
Plan. The plan will be written to be certifiable by the Water
Resources Administration- (WRA) in the -Department of Natural
Resources (DNR).

Consultation will also be made with all Federal, State and Local
regulatory agencies to insure that the Watershed Management Plan
is supported by them. At this stage the Plan, which will include
proposed changes to other County plans and ordinances, will be

3
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taken to the public for comment through public meetings,
newspaper articles, and distribution of the plan. It is
anticipated that some of the measures proposed will have only
watershed-wide application while others would apply County-wide.
It is expected that during the federal FY95 that the plan will go
to public hearing before the Planning Commission and Board of
County Commissioner for adoption.

II1I.

THE EXPECTED WORK PRODUCTS

FIRST QUARTER
A list of the maps and regulations provided to MOP for
"their GIS mapping and analysis.

* The agendas and minutes of the Hunting Creek Watershed
Management Task Force meetings.
* Compilation of comments received from State, Federal

and local agencies on the draft Hunting Creek Watershed
Task Force.

SECOND QUARTER

* Submit proposed changes to the Comprehensive plan to
bring it into compliance with the State of Maryland
Economic Growth, Resources Protection, and Planning Act

of 1992.
THIRD QUARTER
* Written report on the results of the AAS analysis.
* Proof of the technology transfer of GIS mapping and

analysis methods to Calvert County.

FOURTH QUARTER
The results of the AAS analysis will be analyzed
relative to the Calvert County Comprehensive Plan, the
Calvert County Water and Sewerage Plan, the Prince
Frederick Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance and the
developing Prince Frederick Watershed Management Plan.
This analysis will be presented in written form and
will include an analysis of the estimated effectiveness
of Calvert County's recent growth management measures
and improvements that may be made by amending these or
adding additional sensitive area measures.

* Report on the water quality monitoring efforts.

FIFTH QUARTER
* Revised Draft of the Hunting Creek Component of the
Prince Frederick Watershed Management Plan.

4
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Iv.

*

Proposed changes to the Calvert County Comprehensive
Plan, the Calvert County Water and Sewerage Plan, the
Calvert County Zoning Ordinance, the Calvert County
Subdivision regulations and the Prince Frederick Master
Plan and Zoning Ordinance which would be required to
add any sensitive area elements identified in the AAS

. analysis.

SIXTH QUARTER

*

A draft Prince Frederick Watershed Management Plan
(PFWMP) with Hunting Creek and Parker Creek elements
will be presented (4th quarter). This Plan will
identify which County Plans, Ordinances and regulations
must be amended and how they should be amended to meet
the goals of the PFWMP. '

A compilation of all comments submitted from the
general public and Federal, State and local agencies on
any proposed changes to County Plans and regulations.

SEVENTH QUARTER
*

The agendas and minutes of the Hunting Creek Watershed
Management Task Force meetings and for any public
meeting held on proposed changes to County plans and
ordinances.

A compilation of all comments submitted from the
general public and Federal, State and local agencies on
any proposed changes to County Plans and regulations.

EIGHT QUARTER

*

Final Report

RELATION TO OTHER ON-GOING EFFORTS?

A.

Coastal Zone Management Grants to Calvert County are
being used to develop Draft Watershed Management Plans
for Hunting Creek (grant completion, March 31, 1993)
and Parker Creek (grant completion, September 30,
1993). This proposal would follow-up on the Hunting
Creek efforts.

This proposal would be a continuation of Calvert County
participation in the Patuxent Estuary Demonstration
Project, Phase I. Phase I funding has supported
planning, data compilation on water quality and
existing best management stormwater practices, stream

monitoring (Hunting Creek and Halls Creek)f and
nonpoint source assessment in the County.

5
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C. Calvert County has submitted to the Maryland Coastal
Zone Management Program for a Section 309 Grant to
draft a Prince Frederick Watershed Management Plan with
Parker Creek and Hunting Creek components.
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BUDGET REQUEST

PATUXENT ESTUARY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
PHASE II PLANNING GRANT '

Local Jurisdiction: Calvert County

Project Title: Patuxent Estuary Demonstration Proiject
Phase II Planning Grant

Project Coordinator:David C. Brownlee, PhD. Phone: (410)535-2348

Proposed Budget:

Funding
Requested Match
Salaries and Fringe
Title and Hourly Rate
a. Director (36.15/hr) 2,170
b. Deputy director (26.53) 3,184
c. Project Planner (23.54) 706
d. Environmental Planner (23.10/hr) 7,510
e. Intern (10.50/hr) 17mo, half time 13,598
f. Drafting Supervisor ({18.98/hr) 3,322
g. Rural Planner (20.15) . ] 2,418
h. Assoc. Environmental Planner (16.99) 2,039
i. Zoning Technician (17.61) 616
g. Temp. Secr. for Task Force (8.75/hr) 400
Total 13,998 21,965
Percentage Fringe Benefits 28% 3,919 6,150
Type of Benefits Health, Retirement, Workman'’s Compensation, Unemployment,
FICA .
Salaries and Fringe Total 17,917 28,115
Supplies and Materials 800 165
Equipment {(GIS system, hardware 18,000
and software)
Monitoring Equipment 500
Travel, Meetings, Training 283 200
Contracted Services
Tri-County Council 12,500 12,500
Solomons Harbor Study, 1993 5,520
Zoning Maps Prep. with New Overlays 3,500

TOTAL 50,000 50,000
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objectives of this study are to proceed with the watershed
management planning efforts on Parker Creek and to combine both
the Parker Creek and Hunting Creek Watershed Management Plans
into a single Prince Frederick Watershed Management Plan. These
two creeks make up the entire watershed for the Major Town Center
of Prince Frederick, the Calvert County Seat. The goals of this
plan will be to protect and preserve the environments of these
watersheds, allow economic development and controlled growth and
address the watershed concerns and issues raised by Calvert
County citizens.

The combined plan will be written to be certifiable by the Water
Resources Administration (WRA) in the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) and to be consistent with the State of Maryland
Economic Growth, Resources Protection, and Planning Act of 1992
including sensitive area protection components. The nutrient
reduction goals of the "Maryland's Tributary Strategies" program
will also be considered in the preparation of this plan.

Calvert County has recently implemented a number of County-wide
growth management measures. Jointly with the Maryland Office of
Planning (MOP) we will evaluate the nutrient run-off
characteristics in the Parker Creek watershed based on conditions
before adoption of the growth management measures, with these
measures, and then with additional sensitive area components. In
addition, the County will work with DNR to identify and map any
additional habitats of rare, threatened or endangered species in
the watershed.

Calvert County will work with MOP and the Parker Creek Watershed

Management Task Force to determine the most prudent and effective
methods of solving the problems identified by the MOP evaluation

and in achieving the goals of this project. These measures will

become part of the Prince Frederick Watershed Management Plan.

Consultation will also be made with all Federal, State and Local
regulatory agencies to insure that the Watershed Management Plan
is supported by them. At this stage the Plan, which will include
proposed changes to other County plans and ordinances, will be
taken to the public for comment through public meetings,
newspaper articles, and distribution of the plan. It is expected
that during the federal FY95 that the plan will go to public
hearing before the Planning Commission and Board of County
Commissioner for adoption.
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Introduction

The Hunting Creek watershed is a typical tributary of the Patuxent River in
Calvert County that includes many diverse land uses. Its 29 square miles encompass
about half of the Prince Frederick town center, as well as many square miles of rural
residential housing, agricultural areas, and forest. Hunting Creek was selected for
study as part of the Patuxent River Demonstration Project because it is a good
representation of the many land uses in the county. In addition to this stream
survey, a detailed watershed management plan is being drafted to identify the
natural resources in the watershed and provide for good management practices to
protect those resources.

One important element of any watershed management plan is to know the
quality of the waters in the creek and its tributaries. This stream survey was
undertaken to gather the necessary water quality information for the watershed
management effort. A further goal is that the information contained in this report
will prove useful to governing officials and the general public for efforts to improve
water quality in backyard streams, the Patuxent, and ultimately the Cheseapeake
Bay.

A stream survey was completed on Hunting Creek in 1989 by the Tri-County
Council, and much of this current study will build upon the work done in that
survey (see Appendix A). That survey collected in one report data on soils, land
uses, and sensitive areas in the watershed, and habitat and water quality
information for twelve selected sampling sites. This report will attempt to add
current water quality and habitat information for eight sampling sites.



Previous Water Quality Data

Three major sources of Hunting Creek data are available at this time. The
most important is the comprehensive stream survey that was completed in 1989 by
Michael Kakuska of the Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland. This study
collected data on land use, erosion potential, sedimentation, buffers and stream
substrate, in addition to water quality data on twelve sampling sites. Water quality
data included nitrates and macroinvertebrate sampling, a good indicator of water
quality over the long term. A summary of that data is presented in Table 1, while
the rest of the report is attached in Appendix A. '

The TCC survey was comprehensive in its scope to aid in locating specific
problem areas in addition to assessing the overall quality of the stream. In general,
this study found a variety of land uses and buffers immediately surrounding the
stream, with mostly stable banks showing some natural erosion. Most of the stream
beds showed sedimentation, with large amounts of sand and silt in the substrate
covering any natural gravel bottoms. Algae and bacterial coatings on the streambed
did not appear to be a problem in 1989. Only traces of nitrates were detected at most
sites, and macroinvertebrates were generally present at levels that indicated good
to fair water quality.

The second source of water quality and habitat data is the information
collected through the county's environmental education program, ChesPax. High
school students in environmental science classes study watershed management and
water quality issues, and then spend a full day in the field filling out habitat
assessment forms, testing water for chemical parameters, and sampling for
macroinvertebrates in several stretches of stream. The data collected by these high
school students is tabulated at the end of the day to provide them with a picture of
the creek they sampled. The project coordinators have been saving this data for the
last two years, yielding Hunting Creek data from the fall of 1991 and the spring and
fall of 1992.

Reliability is not high with this data, .but they are useful as background
information for many of the stream sites this study will examine. Table 2 summarizes
the habitat scores and macroinvertebrates count ratings for ChesPax sites that

© correspond to this survey's sampling sites. Table 3 shows data for additional sites

in the Hunting Creek watershed that do not directly correspond to any of this
survey's locations. Habitat scores ranged from poor to excellent, with most sites in
the good and fair categories. Invertebrate index ratings were not as high, most
being poor and only some fair.

ChesPax students also use LaMotte Company chemical test kits to test for
dissolved oxygen, pH, phosphates and nitrates in the stream waters. These kits are
colorimetric tests that utilize reagents to give a color to the sample which is then
compared to standards to determine the measure. The students' results were fairly
consistent with these test kits, showing good dissolved oxygen levels (usually 8-11
ppm), even pH readings (usually 6.0-7.0), and almost no traces of nitrates or
phosphates at any Hunting Creek site.



[Insert Table 1 from Kakuska's paper here. )



Table 2.

Habitat Assessment and Macroinvertebrate Ratings and Water Quality
Tests Collected by the ChesPax Program for Comparable Hunting Creek

Sites

T T 1
Site Habitat Invert- { NO3-N PO4 pH Dissolved
Number | Ratings ebrate (mg/D) {mg/1) Oxygen |
: Ratings ! Tppm) q
]
1 Fair Poor 0 0 6 a2 !
Fair Poor 0 v 7 g |
Good Poor 0 0 6 7 l

2 Fair Poor 0 0 7 6.5

Fair-poor | Fair 0 0 7 7

Fair Poor 0 0 6 2

Fair Poor 0 0 7 8

4 Good Poor NA NA NA NA

Good Poor NA NA NA NA

5 Fair-good | NA NA NA NA NA

Good NA NA NA NA NA

Good Fair 0 0 1 8

Good Fair 0 0 7 9.4

6 Good NA NA NA NA NA

Fair Poor 0 0 7 NA

Good Poor 0.25 0.35 Vi 10

Excellent | Fair 0 0 : 7 13



Table 3. Habitat Assessment and Macroinvertebrate Ratings and Water Quality

‘g.cists Collected by the ChesPax Program for Different Hunting Creek
ites

Dissolved

Mill Creek at Fair-good

Dove Lane
Mill Creek at Good NA NA NA NA NA
Willow Way Good Poor 0.25 0 1 T
———-—-———*—*—'—-————-—— ——————
Reits Branch Fair
at Bowie Shop | Good Fair 0 0 6.5 8.5
Road . “} Good Poor 0 0 7 13
Sewell Branch Good - Poor
at Cox Road excellent
Excellent Fair 0 0 6 10 |
F———*-—_*—_F_'_
f' Tributary at Fair Poor 0 ‘NA 7.5 9.6
Fox Run Fair Poor 0 0 7 10
Shopping Ctr. | Fair-good Poor 0.25 0 7 11
Mainstem at Good Fair 0 0 6 5
Plum Pt. Road | Good Fair 0 0 7.8 NA

The third source of information about Hunting Creek is the USGS monitoring
station on the mainstem of the creek right before its confluence with the Sewell
Branch. [Waiting on data...]



Current Stream Conditions

Methods

Water quality and habitat assessments were accomplished using three different
techniques to collect data on 8 selected sampling sites throughout the Hunting Creek
watershed. Only non-tidal, freshwater streams were sampled in this project to limit
the range of parameters needing analysis. The three main techniques were a habitat
assessment form, a macroinvertebrate assessment, and chemical tests for water
quality.

The habitat assessment form was developed in 1991 specifically for coastal
plain streams by a working group of USEPA Region III and distributed by MDE's
Project Heartbeat (see Appendix C). The form requires the user to make educated
judgements about factors such as sinuosity, instream habitat, pool variety,
sedimentation, bank stability and vegetation, shading, and buffer zones. This form
is slightly different than the form used by ChesPax, so habitat assessments are not
directly comparable between the two data sources. Also, the completion of this
survey by one primary individual means the scores for each sampling site are more
directly comparable than if different individuals did each site. In addition to the
assessment form, a one page form was used to collect information on water
appearance, bed composition, odors, algae, and streambed stability.

The macroinvertebrate count form used in this study was created by the Save
Our Streams program of the Izaak Walton League (see Appendix C). This form is
identical to the one used by ChesPax, so macroinvertebrate ratings are directly
comparable between these two sources. The basic theory behind this assessment is
that certain large insect larvae and other invertebrates are very sensitive to
pollution and thus are good indicator species. These creatures will take long periods
to recover from short-term pollution events, so.their presence or absence can tell
us much about the long-term health of the creek, not just the water quality on the
day of the sampling. Mayflies, stoneflies and caddisflies are considered the best
indicators of high quality water and habitat. This form weights the presence of
these species more heavily than other species that can exist in fair to poor quality
water, resulting in a total numeric index that reflects long-term water and habitat
quality.

The third category of information collected was a set of chemical parameters
measured from water samples taken at each site. The Calvert County Water & Sewage
Division provided EPA-standard lab analysis on samples for the following
parameters: nitrate nitrogen, total kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN, measuring mainly
ammonia), total phosphates, pH, and fecal coliform. Clean sample bottles from the
Solomons Wastewater Treatment Facility laboratory were used to collect the water for
most of the chemical tests, and separate sterilized bottles were used to collect and
fix samples for the fecal coliform tests.

In addition to the lab'oratory analyses, dissolved oxygen (DO) was tested in

_the field at some sampling stations. A LaMotte brand direct reading titrator test kit

was used with a process based on the Winkler reagent method. This test kit would



not meet EPA standards for water analysis, but provides a fairly reliable result for
watershed management decision-making.

Nutrient sampling (nitrates, TKN, phosphates) are critical measures that can
detect pollution sources such as failed septic systems, contaminated stormwater
runoff, and agricultural overfertilization from crops and animal wastes. Water
characteristics such as pH and DO can also be indicators of pollution problems, pH
of acid precipitation and DO of nutrient contamination or other

Results

Hunting Creek is a fairly healthy network of streams with generally good water
quality and habitats, but poor macroinvertebrate counts show that some problems are
impacting the living resources in the creek. Some factors varied little from site to
site. For example, virtually no phosphates were discovered at any location, and pH
was a consistent 6.8-7.2. Varying individual results of assessment and testing are
discussed below for each sampling site. Table 4 that follows summarizes the
macroinvertebrate and habitat assessment ratings along with the chemical analyses.
Table 5 lists habitat factors in more detail for each site.

Site 1:

The first site sampled was in the county-owned lands behind the Calvert Pines
Senior Center near the headwaters of Mill Creek, a southern tributary to Hunting
Creek. The swampy, organic soils in the floodplain area were well vegetated with
forest and some shrub undergrowth. The habitat assessment gave this site a good
rating, but no prime indicator macroinvertebrates were found at all (stoneflies,
mayflies or caddisflies). The bed composition was mostly sand, which could be
partly responsible for the lack of insects. This site had the highest nitrate-nitrogen
and TKN levels found, but still only trace amounts were found. Fecal coliform
counts were within reasonable levels for a wpoded stream.

Site 2:

The unnamed tributary that flows behind Calvert Memorial Hospital has some
of the most developed drainage areas in the Hunting Creek watershed. This stream
runs immediately behind several large commercial developments before reaching the
back side of the hospital. Erosion damage and pollution from stormwater runoff from
impervious parking surfaces was obvious throughout this stretch of the stream. The
stormwater management structures built to prevent such damaging runoff have not
been maintained properly for all the parking lots, leading to large amounts of erosion
just above the stream and many pollutants in the stormwater entering directly into
the stream. The habitat assessment still arrived at a good score because of the well-
forested buffer area on the county-owned lands behind the hospital, but the very
poor macroinvertebrate sampling indicates the level of sedimentation and pollution
at the site. Much of the stream bottom was silt and sand, hkely from erosion at the
hospital and recent upstream commercial development.

Chemical indicators were no worse at this site than any other, with only a



trace of nitrates and TKN and a low fecal coliform count. However ,. the water itself
was slightly brown with an oily sheen and a slight musky smell, and most streambed
surfaces were covered with algae.

Site 3:

The Sewell Branch is a fairly large tributary that joins Hunting Creek from the
north just before passing under Routes 2-4. This was the one site sampled that
found large numbers and variety of insects, leading to a good invertebrate rating.
The habitat assessment turned in a good/excellent rating because of the relatively
untouched habitat in the flood plain with stable banks and good vegetation. The
stream bottom here was almost entirely silt however, parily a result of years of
agriculture and residential development upstream. The good macroinvertebrate
rating is because of the large numbers of insects found within leaf packs and other
organic matter masses, not because of a good gravel-sand substrate. Perhaps this
result indicates that the sedimentation is not as big a problem for the insect larvae
as other chemical pollution factors for which this survey did not sample. Nitrate and
TKN levels do not seem to be causing a problem, and fecal coliform levels are within
the expected range.

Site 4:

Mill Creek was sampled further downstream at the Stoakley Road crossing.
The area was dammed by beavers just prior to the sampling date, so the invertebrate
sampling and habitat assessment was not completed in the fall. [Will finish this
paragraph upon completion of those two forms next weekend. )

This site had the highest fecal coliform count of any site sampled, 109 MPN /100
ml. This level could indicate a minor problem with a failed septic nearby, but it
could just as easily be from one or two farm animals or even a deer population
nearby.

Site 5:

Reits Branch, another tributary from the northern hailf of the watershed, was
sampled just south of Walton Road in a wooded ravine with several nearby farms and
some residential. The stream was heavily sedimented and very unstable, with no
gravel visible at all. The habitat assessment gave a good rating while the
macroinvetebrate count was poor. The water itself was carrying a good amount of
sediment, with some foam near a culvert exit. Nutrient measurements were again
very low, as was the fecal coliform count.

Site 6:

The sampling site in the middle of the Hunting Creek Farms development is
downstream from the hospital on the same unnamed tributary. ([Habitat and

P d



macroinvert. sampling forthcoming. }

Nutrient levels were very low, as were the fecal coliform counts.

Site 7:

The mainstem of Hunting Creek was sampled near the middle of the freshwater
section south of Plum Point Road near the Plum Point Elementary School. The habitat
assessment gave a good/excellent rating, indicative of the large expanses of forest
surrounding the creek and extending all the way up the 100-foot steep stream valley
sides. Some crop fields and residential houses were scattered on the highlands
above this stream valley, but the mostly original forest is barely disturbed. The
macroinvertebrate count is only fair, despite the good general habitat, perhaps
because the sireambed is entirely silt and very soft.

Dissolved oxygen was tested in the field at 10 ppm, an expected value for a
small tumbling stream. Nutrient tests revealed little of concern, and fecal coliforms
registered their lowest count at this site, perhaps a reflection of the great distance
between the stream and any human activities.

Site 8:

The upper reaches of the mainstem were sampled behind Emmanuuel Court.
Considerable residential development has occurred near the stream, but most places
have maintained a minimum 20-30 yard buffer of woods and shrubs. The habitat
assessment still showed good/excellent for the stream itself, but the
macroinvertebrate count was very poor. The stream bottom was entirely silt,
perhaps a function of the geology of the area instead of just sedimentation, however.
Fecal coliform counts were slightly high (79 MPN/100 ml), but the other nutrient
tests were very low. Dissolved oxygen was also an-expected 11 ppm.

’



Table 4. Summary of Selected Water Quality Data for Eight Sampling Sites on
' Hunting Creek.

Site
Number | Rating

Good

01 lw32 [7a |m

2

3 Good/ Good 0.15 0.4 <0.2 6.9 46
Excellent

4 Lo Jo. 0.2

5 m-m-

6 0.18 0.2 <0.2 7.2 23

ki Good)/ Fair 0.09 0.5 <0.2 6.8 13
Excellent

8 Good/ Poor 0.12 0.4 <0.2 7.1 79

' Excellent
Discussion

Despite fairly low nutrient contamination levels and good habitats,
macroinvertebrate ratings were consistently low across all eight sampling sites.
Sedimentation, substrate problems, and toxic ehemicals are all potential causes for
the low invertebrate ratings, but it is not possible to isolate the cause without
significant additional research. A literature search for studies of similar streams
could provide direction to which causes tofocus on, but detailed, expensive chemical
anaylsis for toxic chemicals and other pollutants might be necessary.

Sedimentation seems to be the easiest culprit to blame for the lack of a healthy
insect community in the stream. However, the correlation is not necessarily strong
in this small sampling between the strongest invertebrate communities (Sites 3 and
7, Table 4) and the least sedimented sites (3 and 8, Table 5). The composition of the
substrate (silt, sand and gravel percentages on the stream bed) can also have a
major impact on the living resources, but, again, the best substrate with high gravel
levels (at sites 1 and 2) does not seem to correlate to the best insect communities (3
and 7).

Another related factor is the availability of instream habitat for small
invertebrates, such as undercut banks, logs, leaf packs, and other unmoving items
that trap pieces of detritus from the stream flow. This factor was assessed as one
element of the overall habitat assessment. This factor does correlate most closely
with the strength of the macroinvertebrate community of all the factors measured by



this survey, with sites 3, 7, and 8 having the best instream habitat for organisms
(Table5). The question remains, however, what factors outside the streambed have
resulted in the better habitat inside the stream banks.

Sampling Sites on Hunting Creek

Table 5.
Site Habitat
No. Score

1

81

74

89

Habitat
Rating

Bed
Compo-
sition

87

Good/
Excellent

Good/
Excellent

90% silt
10% sand

100% silt

100% silt

11

Land Uses

Good 95% sand Commercial,
5% gravel | woods

Good 20% silt Commercial,
60% sand woods
20% gravel

Good/ 80% silt Woods,

Excellent | 20% sand stores,

highway

- 1 {1 1

Stream Habitat Quality Assessment and Other Factors for Eight

Sediment
Deposition/
Instream
Habitat

Good/
Fair

Fair/
Fair

Excellent/
Good

Meadow,
homes, -
woods

Excellent/
Excellent




Citizen Monitoring Options

Elements of Citizen Monitoring

[Outline: ]
* Discuss general Volunteer monitoring requirements
1. Clear goals for program and purpose for data: should it be to collect

data, or simply to educate the citizen monitors to be more environmentally aware?

2. Decide what quality data needed, therefore what kind of testing
{quantitative vs. gualitative) and how to supervise, etc.

3. Create budget for testing equipment, staff time for organizing program,
and balance costs with benefits.

4. Develop program to train and monitor the work of the volunteers. Make

sure to provide for feedback for volunteers so they can see the use of the data they
collect.

Applicability to Hunting Creek
Discuss number of sites, number of volunteers potentially necessary, methods

of organizing and contacting, potential timetables if decide to pursue in coming year,
etc.

12



Conclusion

- According to simple chemical measures, Hunting Creek is a very clean stream.
However, the relatively low presence of the best indicator macroinvertebrates shows
that at least some features of the natural stream are being negatively affected by
human development. Further research should locate information on historic levels
of macroinvertebrates on streams of this kind in the coastal plain, even though data
on Hunting Creek itself may not be available. This data would give a better
perspective on how unusual such insect communities are for this part of the country.

- Instream habitat and sedimentation seem to be most important factors that correlate
to healthy macroinvertebrate communities. Need to examine what other causes are
affecting those two factors to be able to improve instream habitat. Generally,
increased sedimentation from urban development and improper agricultural
practices, even from short-term events, can create large sedimentation and related
erosion problems far downstream. This sedimentation and erosion also destroys or
moves the stable instream elements (banks, logs) that catch detritus and create a
good environment for the insects and other life forms. The magnitude of wooded
buffer zones around a stream is also a likely factor that affects the amount of organic
detritus that enters the stream to create this good habitat.
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